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Abstract
The Influence of Evidence-Based Sex Discrimination Policies on Women’s Perceptions of
Organizational Climate, Sexism, and Identity Safety
by
Maya A. Godbole
Advisor: Catherine Good
Sexism has proven to be a stubborn barrier to women’s participation and advancement in
workplaces and academic institutions (Rosette, Akinola, & Ma, 2017). Importantly, sexism in
organizational settings has endured despite the implementation of federal, state, and
organizational policies that prohibit discriminatory behavior. One reason for this may be that
because organizational policies are typically written for the purpose of complying to federal and
state laws, they do little to foster psychological safety among employees and address the “chilly”
organizational climates that enable sexism. To that end, the current research aimed to (a) develop
novel, evidence-based sex discrimination policies and test their effect on women’s perceptions of
organizational climate, sexism, and psychological identity safety; and (b) test a model of
antecedents (e.g., policies and climate) and consequences (e.g., safety, interest, and performance)
of sexism in an organization. Across three study groups, participants were randomly assigned to
read job recruitment materials from a company with either a standard, EEOC-based policy or
with an evidence-based sex discrimination policy (developed for the purpose of this research).
Study Group 1 (N=415 across three studies) found that each component of an evidence-based
policy – a broad definition of sexism, an injunctive norm, and a transparent reporting plan – was
effective in shifting at least one aspect of perceived organizational climate, operationalized as
gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and leadership. Across all three sub-studies,
women viewed a company with an evidence-based policy as having a “warmer” organizational
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climate and lower tolerance of sexism. Study 2 (N=199 across two studies) found that a
combined evidence-based policy, via shifting perceptions of climate and tolerance of sexism,
boosts women’s feelings of trust in and belonging to a company. Study 3 (N=334) found that
women expressed a stronger interest in applying to organizations with an evidence-based policy
and believed they would have greater professional success when imagining themselves as
employees. The research also found evidence for a model of antecedents and consequences of
sexism in an organization. In the model, an evidence-based sex discrimination policy leads to
warmer organizational climates. Climate, in turn, predicts lowered expectations of sexism, which
then predicts greater psychological identity safety. Finally, perceived sexism and safety predict
performance expectations, while perceived climate, sexism, and safety predict interest in a
company. The present research not only contributes to existing literature on the antecedents and
consequences of sexism, but also results in a concrete tool that organizations of every ilk can
deploy for the foundation of bias-free, identity-safe climates.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
The 2016 #MeToo movement not only shed light on the number of women in the U.S.
who still experience sex discrimination and harassment in their professional lives, but also
highlighted the extent to which these harmful behaviors have permeated organizational climate
across various industries. In a recent survey, approximately 42% of women reported that they
have experienced sexism at work (Parker & Funk, 2017), while the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) estimates that this number ranges from approximately 25% to
85% (EEOC, 2020). Moreover, women participating in male-dominated fields experience sexism
at even higher rates, compared to those in more gender balanced fields (Dresden, Dresden,
Ridge, & Yamawaki, 2018), suggesting that some climates might be “chillier” for women than
others (National Academies of Science, Engineering, and Medicine [NASEM], 2018). For
example, women continue to levy credible allegations about unwelcoming workplaces run by an
“old boys club.” In a recent series of lawsuits filed at the Salk Institute for Biological Sciences,
two senior women scientists, Vicki Lundblad and Katherine Jones, describe a toxic culture in
which “administrators disparaged their work, shut them out of advancement and funding
opportunities, and pressured them to shrink their labs” (Wadman, 2018). In addition to
hampering women’s professional success and psychological safety, sexism results in loss of
talent as women leave fields in which sexism is likely to occur, thereby reifying existing gender
gaps in representation.
Importantly, sexism has endured in organizations and academic institutions despite the
implementation of both federal and state law – e.g., Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and
Title IX of the Education Amendments Act of 1972 – and organizational policies that explicitly
prohibit discriminatory behavior. Presumably these policies are put into place to assure women
1

that their treatment in an organization will not be contingent on any aspect of their identity.
However, that sexist incidents – like those experienced by Lundblad and Jones – are still being
experienced today suggests that current policies are not adequately addressing sexism and the
climates that enable it.
One reason that current organizational policies may fail to fully address gender bias is
because these policies are typically written with the purpose of complying to federal and state
laws and mitigating financial losses associated with claims of discrimination (Shih et al., 2013).
Though important, I argue that organizations miss a key opportunity to communicate a visible
organizational stance on sexism. As a result, these policies likely to do very little to improve the
“chilly” organizational climates that enable sexism or to foster feelings of psychological safety
for women employees.
To that end, the present work aims to understand the impact of both current and novel
organizational policies on women’s perceptions of climate, sexism, and psychological safety.
Drawing from theory in social psychology, this research develops and tests three separate
evidence-based sex discrimination policies and compares them to EEOC-based policies to
identify which have the most positive influence on organizational-level outcomes (e.g., climate
and tolerance of sexism) and individual-level outcomes (e.g., psychological identity safety). This
work is, to the best of my knowledge, the first empirical investigation of the influence of sex
discrimination policies on women’s perceptions of sexism (and on distinct but related outcomes,
including organizational climate and identity safety), and thus fills an important gap in the
psychological literature.
A secondary aim of this work is to develop and test an integrated model of antecedents
and consequences of sexism. Previous research has separately established theoretical links
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between organizational climate and sexism (e.g., Hulin, Fitzgerald, & Drasgow, 1996) and
between sexism and psychological identity safety (e.g., Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies,
Ditlmann, & Crosby, 2008). The present work combines these two literatures and tests a
mediated path model of factors that lead to, and result from, sexism in an organization.
Specifically, the theoretical model tested in this work examines (a) how sex discrimination
policies affect perceptions of organizational climate (e.g., diversity and inclusion) and how
climate, in turn, affects perceptions of sexism in an organization and (b) how perceived sexism
affects identity safety (e.g., trust and belonging), performance expectations, and women’s
interest in an organization.
Overview of Theoretical Model
A basic overview of the theoretical model is presented in Figure 1. Study Group 1 tests
the first two theoretical links of the model, establishing relationships among organizational sex
discrimination policies, perceptions of organizational climate, and tolerance of sexism. The
organizational policy is the primary causal variable in the model. An evidence-based policy is
predicted to lead to warmer perceptions of climate (e.g., greater perceived diversity) and lower
perceived tolerance of sexism (e.g., less occurrence of sexism) in an organization. Study Group 2
(a) investigates the relationship between an organizational policy and women’s perceptions of
identity safety and (b) tests organizational climate and sexism as mediators of the policy–identity
safety relationship. An evidence-based policy is predicted to led to greater perceived identity
safety (e.g., greater trust and belonging and lower bias expectations) via warmer perceptions of
climate and decreased sexism expectations. Finally, Study 3 (a) tests the downstream impact of
organizational policies on women’s performance expectations and interest in an organization and
(b) tests a model of antecedents and consequences of sexism using path analysis. An evidence-
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based policy is predicted to lead to higher performance expectations and greater interest in an
organization. Moreover, I predict that organizational policies and climate will predict perceived
sexism in an organization, and sexism in turn, will predict safety, performance expectations, and
interest.
In sum, I identify which policies suggested by the literature in social psychology are
effective in both creating warmer perceived organizational climates—a well-documented
antecedent to perceptions of discrimination—and boosting identity safety. The current work not
only tests a novel theoretical model that will contribute to existing psychological literature but
will also establish a practical tool that organizations of every ilk can deploy to establish a strong
foundation for sexism-free, identity-safe climates.
This chapter outlines existing theoretical support for each relationship in the model. First,
I summarize existing literature on sexism in organizations, with an emphasis on the effect of
sexism on women’s psychological identity safety and career outcomes, including performance
expectations and interest in a company. Next, I review existing work on organizational climate as
an antecedent to sexism and discuss specific aspects of climate that are predicted to be relevant
to discrimination-related perceptions and safety. I then describe an evidence-based approach to
developing organizational sex discrimination policies, highlighting specific policies to be tested
in the current work. Lastly, I provide evidence for the development of a model of antecedents
and consequence of sexism in organizational settings. I conclude with an overview of the studies
tested in this research.

4

Sexism in Organizations
Consistent with Swim and Hyers (2009), I define sexism1 as “individuals’ attitudes,
beliefs, and behaviors, and organizational, institutional, and cultural practices that either reflect
negative evaluations of individuals based on their gender or support unequal status of women
and men2 (p. 407).” As noted in the definition, sexism is embedded at various societal levels
including the cultural level (e.g., language, customs, and ideologies), institutional level (e.g.,
political and economic structures), organizational level (e.g., policies and practices), and
individual level (e.g., interpersonal interactions). Though all aspects are important to address, the
scope of the current studies is to explore antecedents to organizational-level and individual-level
sexism.
Sexism can also manifest in various forms, ranging from subtle and ambiguous to hostile
and overt. Overt sexism is generally appraised as a clear form of discrimination by targets and
bystanders (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005; Dardenne, Dumont, & Bollier, 2007). Examples of overt
sexism include paying men and women non-equivalent salaries for comparable work or making
openly derogatory remarks about women. Conversely, subtle sexism is ambiguous in its intent to
harm, is often seen as normative or customary, and is less likely to be appraised as discriminatory
by its targets (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005; Dardenne, Dumont, & Bollier, 2007). Examples of
subtle sexism include failing to credit women for their contributions and allocating women
gendered tasks (e.g., note-taking or other administrative tasks) outside of their job description.
Subtle sexism is the most frequently experienced form of sexism by women in modern

1

Throughout the manuscript, I use the term sexism when discussing social science research that relates to negative
attitudes or discriminatory behavior based on gender or assigned sex. I use sex discrimination when referring
specifically to the negative treatment of individuals based on gender or assigned sex that occurs in organizations.
2
Though many of the research studies referenced in this manuscript examine socially constructed gender differences
between men and women, I acknowledge that neither gender nor sex are binary in lived experience.
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workplaces (Rosette, Akinola, & Ma, 2017) and is often experienced chronically (Benokraitis,
1997; Benokraitis & Feagin, 1995). Moreover, current research suggests that subtle sexism may
be even more damaging than overt sexism to women’s psychological well-being and
performance due to its ambiguity (Dardenne, Dumont, & Bollier, 2007; Major, Quinton, &
Schmader, 2003; Mendoza-Denton, Shaw-Taylor, Chen, & Cheng, 2009). Regardless of the level
or form it takes, sexism remains a barrier both to women’s success within an organization and to
the psychological outcomes that research has shown to be important predictors of that success.
Though people of any gender can experience sex discrimination in the workplace, I focus
on the experiences of women3 for two key reasons. First, research suggests that women are more
frequently affected by discrimination due to their subordinate role in society, in which they hold
less power and status compared to men (Avery, McKay, & Wilson, 2008; McCord et al. 2018;
Gutek et al., 1996; Swim, Hyers, Cohen, & Ferguson, 2001). For example, in a recent Pew
Research Report, 35% of women reported that they have been paid less than a man for
comparable work and 37% reported that someone has implied they lack competence (compared
to 22% and 20% for men, respectively; Parker & Funk, 2017). Second, despite making up
approximately 53% of today’s workforce, women remain underrepresented in high-status, highpaying fields. For example, in 2019, women comprised just 27.9% of C-Suite roles in U.S.
financial institutions (Rogish, Sandler, & Schemluck, 2020). And in disciplines such as physical
sciences, engineering, and computer and mathematical sciences, equal gender representation
between men and women in the labor force has yet to be achieved (National Science Board,

3

In addition to gender, women simultaneously experience other aspects of identity, including race, sexual
orientation, age, and socioeconomic status, among others. Thus, in using the term “women” henceforth, I note that I
am using a broad categorization and recognize that this may not be equally applicable to all women, at all times.
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2018). In sum, despite positive progress in these industries over the past few decades, we are far
from gender parity.
The long-term consequence of sexism on women’s professional advancement and
psychological well-being has been widely documented. Most notably, sexism disrupts women’s
careers—especially in male-dominated fields—because women leave fields in which sexism is
likely to occur (NASEM, 2018). The damage caused by sexism occurs at both gateway and
pathway points of their careers (Jones et al., 2016; Lewis, 2018; Rosette, Akinola, & Ma, 2017).
Gateways are opportunities that grant one access to an organization or opportunity (e.g., hiring
and promotions) while pathways are opportunities that influence whether one is given access to a
gateway (e.g., social networks and mentorship). Both points are fundamental to employees’
professional development and career growth, and both are vulnerable to the negative effects of
sexism. In one illustration of gender bias at gateway points (i.e., hiring), researchers found that
science faculty rated women applicants as less competent and less hirable than identical men
applicants—an outcome that was pronounced for faculty high in Modern Sexism, the belief that
gender equity has been achieved in our society (Moss-Racusin et al., 2012). Similarly, a field
study with academic professors demonstrates a pathway obstacle. Professors were less likely to
respond to future (i.e., one week away) meeting requests to discuss research opportunities when
the requests were sent by female students or students of color, compared to those sent by White,
male students (Milkman, Akinola, & Chugh, 2012). The above studies demonstrate just a few of
the ways in which sexism is harmful to women’s careers—at gateway points, potential
employers view women as less competent and hirable than their male counterparts, and at
pathway points, women are given fewer professional resources and opportunities.

7

Sexism also disrupts women’s psychological well-being. On a psychological level,
sexism plants seeds of doubt in women’s feelings of competence and signals to women that they
do not belong (NASEM, 2018). For example, cues of sexism and other forms of prejudice (e.g.,
race-based) have been linked to threatened psychological identity safety including lowered trust
(Cundiff, Ryuk, & Cech, 2018; Swim, Hyers, Cohen, & Ferguson, 2001), a lowered sense of
belonging (Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012; Richman, vanDellen, & Wood, 2011), and greater
bias expectations (Cundiff, Ryuk, & Cech, 2018; Wilton, Good, Moss-Racusin, & Sanchez,
2015). These psychological factors are important because at gateway points, they shape women’s
interest in a given field (Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012; Pietri, Drawbaugh, Lewis, & Johnson,
2019), and at pathway points, they shape professional aspirations and performance
expectations (Davies, Spencer, & Steele, 2005; Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012). For example,
women who feel a lower sense of belonging to the math community report less intent to pursue
math in the future and receive lower math grades (Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012). That sexism
simultaneously threatens women’s identity safety thus exacerbates the downstream effects of
sexism on women’s career outcomes at key gateway and pathway points. Thus, addressing
sexism in the workplace, and its deleterious effects, should be a top priority for organizational
leaders.
Organizational Climate
Why does sexism in organizations continue to persist? While some may favor the “rotten
apples” argument, in which the problem is attributed to a few bad actors (Lawton, 2005), the
answer more likely comes from industrial-organizational psychology literature on organizational
climate. Organizational climate has been frequently cited as a key antecedent to discrimination
and harassment in an organization (Becker, Zawadzki, & Shields, 2014; Fitzgerald et al., 2007;
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Glomb et al., 1997; Gelfand et al., 2005; Gruber & Smith, 1995; NASEM, 2018; Timmerman &
Bajema, 2000) and thus emerges as an important area for intervention. Gelfand and colleagues
(2005) define organizational climate as “employees’ shared perceptions of the organization’s
policies, practices, and procedures, as well as employees’ perceptions of the kinds of behavior
that management rewards, expects, and supports” (p. 22). An organization typically has multiple
climates (e.g., customer service climate, climate for safety, or diversity climate), each with a
specific focus and each shaping distinct employee and organizational outcomes (Gelfand et al.,
2005; Schneider et al., 2013). Climates that are most relevant to perceived discrimination in an
organizational, however, include an organization’s diversity climate (Gelfand et al., 2005; Nishii
& Raver, 2003; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001), climate for inclusion (Nishii, 2013), justice climate
(Harris, Lievens, & Van Hoye, 2004), and leadership climate (Gelfand et al., 2005; Offerman &
Malamut, 2002). Extant literature, reviewed below, has shown that climates that lack diversity
and inclusion, climates that are perceived as unjust, and climates that have biased, nonegalitarian leadership (which I collectively refer to here as “chilly” climates) are associated with
greater sexism in an organization.
Diversity and Inclusion Climate
Diversity refers to the demographic differences observed among group members (Ely &
Thomas, 2001). Perceived demographic diversity—especially with respect to one’s own relevant
social identity—has been linked to reduced perceptions of discrimination for marginalized group
members including women, members of the LGBTQ+ community, and minoritized racial groups
(Biggs, Hawley, & Biernat, 2007; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). A
lack of diversity can have the opposite effect. For example, in a sample of women surveyed
across national academic conferences in the U.S., those at male-dominated conferences were
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more likely to feel silenced and express intentions to leave the field (Biggs, Hawley, & Biernat,
2017). Conversely, women at more gender-balanced (between men and women) conferences
reported less sexism and felt less as though they needed to “code switch” (e.g., adopt masculine
characteristics or downplay feminine characteristics) to fit in. In sum, a warm climate for
diversity serves as a cue to employees that all members of the community will be integrated,
valued, and encouraged to succeed regardless of social identity (Gelfand et al., 2005).
Inclusion refers to the extent to which an organization values and accepts the diversity of
its members (Miner-Rubino, Settles, & Stewart, 2009). Inclusion allows members of
marginalized groups to feel comfortable to embrace and express their diverse identities at work,
without needing to assimilate to fit in (Nishii, 2013). Thus, while diversity addresses
representation and access for marginalized groups, inclusion ensures that members will be
treated equally to advantaged groups, valued, and involved in key decision-making processes.
As with diversity, an organization’s climate for inclusion has been closely linked to
perceptions of sexism. For example, in a study of women employees in a police organization,
those who perceived their work climate as inclusive felt that they had greater respect from their
male colleagues and reported lowered rates of sex discrimination and sexual harassment (Yu &
Lee, 2020). In addition, research suggests that women and organizations benefit most from
groups that are both diverse and inclusive. For example, Nishii (2013) found that organizations
high in both gender diversity and inclusion experience lower levels of interpersonal conflict
compared to those high in diversity but not inclusion. As such, organizations perform best not
simply when they reach representation goals, but when they also ensure that members of
marginalized groups are equitably involved in all levels of organizational operations.

10

Justice Climate
Justice refers to the extent to which individuals feel as though they are treated fairly or
equally in an organization. Four types of justice in organizations have been previously identified
in literature: distributive, procedural, interpersonal (sometimes referred to as interactive), and
informational justice (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Colquitt,
2001; Mayer, Nishii, Schneider, & Goldstein, 2007). Distributive justice refers to employees’
perceptions of the extent to which the outcomes and rewards that they receive are commensurate
with their level of effort or output —for example in pay and opportunities for advancement.
Procedural justice addresses whether the procedures that lead one to arrive at the outcomes or
rewards for employees are fair—for example, in performance evaluations. Interpersonal justice
refers to the extent to which people in the workplace (e.g., supervisors, peers) treat others fairly.
Finally, informational justice refers to the extent to which an employee has access to the
information and resources that they need. All four dimensions of justice – and most frequently,
procedural and distributive justice – have been implicated in shaping perceptions of employer
discrimination (Harris, Lievens, & Van Hoye, 2004). Moreover, employee perceptions of an
organization’s justice climate have been shown to impact individual outcomes such as job
satisfaction and commitment (Liao & Rupp, 2005). And for women, perceived justice has been
shown to mediate relationships among perceived incivility and organizational trust, satisfaction,
and commitment (Miner & Cortina, 2016).
Leadership Climate
An organization’s leadership climate refers to individual’s perceptions of organizational
leaders, including their behaviors and attitudes (Fleishman, 1953). Organizational leaders play a
vital role in shaping employees’ views of organizational processes and ethical values (Grojean et
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al., 2004; Mayer, Nishii, Schneider, & Goldstein, 2007), including those related to
discrimination. For example, women who perceive their leaders as non-tolerant (vs. tolerant) of
sexual harassment are more likely to report sexual harassment when it occurs, report greater
satisfaction with the grievance process, and report greater commitment to the organization
(Offerman & Malamut, 2002). Similarly, employees are more likely to consider sexual assault or
harassment as a high-priority problem when organizational leaders emphasize these issues in
their public-facing messages (Hart, Crossley, & Correll, 2018). The effect of leadership may
extend to individual safety outcomes as well. For example, women faculty members who
perceive their leadership as effective, fair, and supportive of diversity initiatives report greater
job satisfaction, greater felt influence, and increased productivity (Settles, Cortina, Malley, &
Stewart, 2006).
Overall, the reviewed literature highlights important aspects of organizational climate
that are likely to be important in shaping women’s perceptions of tolerance of sexism at an
organization – including beliefs about whether sexism will occur, whether it will be reported, or
whether it will be taken seriously by leadership. To that end, the present studies test the
hypothesis that a warmer organizational climate – operationalized in terms of gender diversity,
inclusion of women, justice, and fair leadership – will lead to lower expectations that sexism will
occur and greater expectations that sexism will be reported and taken seriously at the
organization.
But climate is also expected to have a positive effect on women’s psychological identity
safety. Feelings of identity safety are shaped by perceived social identity contingencies, which
refer to the “range of vulnerabilities and opportunities a person expects to face based on the
setting’s response to one or more of the person’s social identities” (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008,
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p. 616). Importantly, social identity contingencies – and as a result, identity safety – are cued
through characteristics of the environment (Davies, Spencer, & Steele, 2005; Emerson &
Murphy, 2014; Inzlicht & Good, 2006). In other words, individuals from marginalized groups are
more likely to feel psychologically safe in identity-safe climates – climates that provide
assurance that their treatment will not be linked to their identity (Davies et al., 2005).
One way to improve identity safety for women employees is through fostering
organizational climates that have been shown to be associated with lowered perceptions of bias
and unfair treatment—specifically, those that are diverse and inclusive, just, and have non-biased
leadership. And greater psychological safety, in turn, has been shown to result in better
performance (Good et al., 2012; Wilton et al., 2015) and greater interest in professional
opportunities (Davies et al., 2005; Good et al., 2012) among women. Thus, by nurturing warmer
climates, organizations have the potential to not only reduce expectations of sexism, but to also
improve identity safety and bolster women’s performance and interest in a company.
Taken together, the above work elevates organizational climate as a critical antecedent to
sex discrimination and identity safety, and thus, as an important place for intervention. To create
an identity-safe climate for women, organizations must find a way to assure women that their
gender will not be a determining factor in their success or in the way that they are treated—but
that they instead will be supported, heard, and valued members of the community (Davies,
Spencer, and Steele, 2005).
Organizational Policies as an Intervention Tool
An important question remains – how can organizations encourage sexism-free, identitysafe climates to take root? One mechanism to seed these organizational changes is via
organizational policy. Organizational policies may be used both internally (e.g., employee
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handbook, orientation) and externally (e.g., website, job recruitment materials), and thus act as a
useful set of guidelines for both prospective and current employees. The current research focuses
its scope on sex discrimination policies—organizations’ written commitment that organizational
employees and leaders will not discriminate in recruitment, hiring, or employment based on
assigned sex or gender identity.
Organizations typically use policy language suggested by the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC), a governmental body tasked with the enforcement of federal
law related to discrimination, including the investigation of discrimination-related complaints.
The purpose of these policies is to communicate federal statutes related to discrimination –
including which groups are protected under law (e.g., women, people with disabilities), what
constitutes discrimination (e.g., refusal to give job applications to certain groups), and the
conditions of employment under which discrimination is applicable (e.g., hiring or firing). But,
when organizations use legal-based policies suggested by the EEOC, they miss out an
opportunity to communicate a clear organizational stance on sexism that goes beyond the legal
focus on federal and state rights. As a result, these policies likely to do very little to improve
perceptions of organizational climate or to foster feelings of identity safety for employees.
Instead, I suggest that organizations should devote resources to developing and
implementing their own sex discrimination policies. Gruber (1998) describes two approaches to
developing effective policies and procedures related to sex discrimination: Proactive methods
aim to modify the work environment itself (e.g., creating official complaint procedures for
misconduct), while informational methods aim to educate employees (e.g., on the harm of
discrimination via pamphlets or posters). In addition, visible, proactive stances by organizational
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leadership have been shown to be effective in changing employee perceptions and creating local
norms for behavior (Gruber, 1998; Pryor, Levite, & Stoller, 1993).
The current studies draw from these principles – proactive, informational, and
communicating a visible stance from leadership – as well as theory in social psychology to
develop evidence-based policies that I predict will not only reduce expectations of sexism, but
also foster a warm, identity-safe climate for women, thereby paving the way for sustainable
organizational change. Specifically, I test policies that acknowledge subtle forms of sexism
(Becker & Swim, 2012), communicate organizational norms around sexism (Kilmartin et al.,
2008), and establish procedural transparency with respect to how the organization will handle
allegations of misconduct (Jacobson & Eaton, 2018).
Broad Definitions of Sexism
The first evidence-based policy uses an informational approach, by acknowledging and
educating employees about subtle forms of sexism. Despite evidence pointing to the harmful and
chronic nature of subtle sexism, policies typically center their definitions of sexism around
traditional, overt forms. For instance, in referring to what constitutes sex discrimination, the
EEOC states:
Although the law doesn't prohibit simple teasing, offhand comments, or isolated incidents
that are not very serious, harassment is illegal when it is so frequent or severe that it
creates a hostile or offensive work environment or when it results in an adverse
employment decision (such as the victim being fired or demoted).
This definition may be harmful for numerous reasons. First, it focuses on behaviors that are “so
frequent or severe that it creates a hostile or offensive work environment” while dismissing
relatively less severe (yet still harmful) subtle behaviors such as “simple teasing, offhand
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comments, or isolated incidents that are not very serious.” Second, the language used in the
policy may leave women questioning or second-guessing their experiences. For example, if a
woman experiences a subtly sexist incident at work and turns to this policy to see if she should
report it, she will likely be deterred, assuming that the behavior was not serious enough. As a
result, she may continue to experience discrimination (recall that subtle sexism often occurs
chronically) and eventually leave the company. In short, policies that do not explicitly
acknowledge, and actively discourage, all forms of sexism risk exacerbating a pervasive
problem.
How can acknowledging subtle sexism in policies decrease organizational tolerance of
sexism? Organizations’ non-discrimination policies can serve as cognitive schemas – or mental
representations – to help employees recognize and interpret discriminatory behavior as
inappropriate (Jacobson & Eaton, 2018). As illustrated in the previous example, if a victim or
bystander is unsure of whether a given behavior is inappropriate, they may refer to organizational
policies to gain additional clarity. By explicitly acknowledging subtle sexism in policies,
organizations have an opportunity to broaden people’s mental representations of sexism to
include this type, thereby reducing ambiguity and increasing the chance that subtly sexist
incidents are appraised as harmful. For example, providing individuals with information about
the harmful effects of benevolent sexism has been shown to reduce benevolent sexist
endorsement within both men and women (Becker and Swim, 2012). In the current study, I
predict that use of a policy with a broad definition of sexism – one that explicitly acknowledges
all forms of sexism – will lead women to perceive an organization as less tolerant of sexism.
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Communication of Positive, Injunctive Norms
The second evidence-based policy uses an approach that communicates a visible stance
by organizational leadership, by encouraging employees to display a badge (developed by
organizational leadership) to demonstrate their commitment to a sexism-free environment. This
policy leverages social norms—the “[explicit or implied] rules for behavior that are understood
by all group members” (Cialdini, Bator, & Guadagno, 1999)—around sexism. Social norms fall
under numerous categories, including descriptive norms, which characterize what others
typically do, and injunctive norms, which characterize what one ought to do or what others
approve of (White et al., 2009) – the current research focuses on the latter type, injunctive norms.
Social norm interventions are often used to reduce undesirable behaviors by persuading
people that most others in their group practice desirable behaviors. For example, educating male
college students about their peers’ beliefs about the harmfulness of sexism was found to reduce
adverse cognitive associations of sexism and beliefs about peer acceptance (Kilmartin et al.,
2008). Injunctive norms, in particular, may motivate normative behavior change via informal
social sanctions, or negative interpersonal outcomes (Cialdini et al., 1999; Smith et al., 2012).
Awareness of group norms is key because individuals will often modify their own
behaviors to be in line with injunctive norms, and as a result, internalize these as their own
private beliefs (Bosson et al., 2020). For example, in one study, men high in sexism exposed to
injunctive norm messaging promoting the paternalistic treatment of women showed greater
cognitive activation of misogynistic concepts (Bosson et al., 2020). In this case, I predict that a
policy that includes an organizational norm around sexism – one that encourages employees to
publicly show their commitment to non-discrimination – will result in lower perceived tolerance
of sexism.
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Procedural Transparency in Reporting and Handling Misconduct
A final evidence-based policy uses a proactive method, by transparently describing
organizational procedures to make reporting easier for women and bystanders. A recent report
found that just 25% of victims of sex discrimination decide to make a formal complaint
(NASEM, 2018) because of the many barriers associated with reporting. Women who report sex
discrimination and sexual harassment experience both professional and social costs. One study
demonstrates that people are less likely to recommend a woman for promotion if she has
previously reported sexual harassment (Hart, 2019). In addition, women who report are often
dismissed as “overreacting” or as trying to further their own self-interest (Becker, Zawadzki, &
Shields, 2014). It may not be surprising, then, that the most frequently cited reasons that women
do not report is because they rightly believe that doing so might lead to retaliation or ostracism
or believe that the claim will not be taken seriously at all (Pershing, 2003).
Prior research suggests, however, that victims (and bystanders) are more likely to report
sexism if they believe the claim will be taken seriously and that there will be timely
consequences (Dekker & Barling, 1998; Gruber, 1998; Hulin, Fitzgerald, & Drasgow, 1996). For
example, Jacobson & Eaton (2018) studied the influence of sexual harassment policies that
pledged to “respond to all reports promptly, provide interim protective measures to address
safety and emotional well-being, and act in a manner that recognizes the inherent dignity of the
individuals involved” (p. 50) on bystander reporting. The researchers found that bystander
reporting for moderate, subtle cases of sexual harassment increased when organizations had this
proactive policy compared to a standard, EEOC-based policy (Jacobson & Eaton, 2018). In the
current study, I predict that use of a policy with transparent procedures – those that take steps to
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proactively protect women and bystanders who report – will lead women to perceive an
organization as less tolerant of sexism.
The above policies have the potential to not only shape women’s sexism-related
perceptions, but also their broader perceptions of climate and expectations of identity safety. For
example, prior research has demonstrated that students from minoritized racial backgrounds
expect universities that endorse a “colorblind” (vs. “multicultural”) diversity philosophy to be
less racially and ethnically diverse (Wilton et al., 2015). In other words, an organization’s publicfacing stances or message can shape individuals’ expectations of what the climate might be like.
Organizational messages can also provide cues about social identity contingencies, which
ultimately increase or decrease feelings of identity safety. For example, African American
professionals that viewed a company diversity statement that touted “colorblindness” (vs.
multiculturalism) perceived more threatening identity contingencies, and as a result, lowered
trust in the organization (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). Drawing from previous research, the
current studies test the hypothesis that an evidence-based sex discrimination policy – one that
includes a broad definition of sexism, communicates an injunctive norm, and establishes
procedural transparency for reporting – will not only lead participants to perceive a company as
less tolerant of sexism, but will also result in warmer perceived organizational climates and
greater expectations of identity safety.
A Model of Antecedents and Consequences of Sexism
As reviewed above, organizational climate is a key antecedent to perceived sexism in an
organization. And sexism, in turn, results in threatened psychological identity safety, leading to
decreased performance expectations and lowered interest in participation. Drawing on extant
literature, this work also aims to develop and test an integrated model of antecedents to, and
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consequences of, perceptions of sexism in an organization. In this model, a warmer
organizational climate is predicted to lead to lower perceived sexism in an organization, which in
turn predicts greater identity safety, performance expectations, and interest in a company.
Prior research on sexual harassment provides insight into this process. For example, in a
sample of women working at a utility company, both leadership climate (e.g., tolerance toward
perpetrators of sexual harassment) and the gender climate (e.g., proportion of men to women)
were directly related perceptions of sexual harassment (Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand, &
Magley, 1997). Women reported more frequent experiences with sexual harassment when they
worked in units with mostly men or in units with a climate perceived as tolerant of sexual
harassment. Sexual harassment, in turn, predicted lower job satisfaction and greater
psychological distress, suggesting that perceptions of harassment mediated the relationship
between climate and psychological well-being. Glomb et al. (1997) replicated the model and
found that even ambient exposure to harassment (via observed treatment of others) impacts
women’s psychological wellbeing in an organization. Thus, by cultivating a space in which sex
discrimination can thrive, “chilly” climates can have pernicious downstream consequences on
women’s psychological wellbeing. A more recent study found that perceived climate was
predictive of various job outcomes for female tenure-track faculty (including satisfaction,
productivity, and felt influence), after controlling for harassment and discrimination (Settles,
Cortina, Malley, & Stewart, 2006). Together, these studies suggest that climate has the potential
to not only affect perceptions of sexism, but to also affect identity safety outcomes via
perceptions of sexism – a possibility tested in the current work.
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Overview of the Current Studies
The present work aims to (a) explore the effect of organizational sex discrimination
policies on women’s perceptions of organizational climate, tolerance of sexism, psychological
identity safety, anticipated performance, and interest in an organization and (b) develop and test a
model of antecedents and consequences of sexism (Figure 1). In each study group, an evidencebased policy is compared to a standard, EEOC-based policy. Study Group 1 tests the impact of
each evidence-based policy separately – a policy that includes a broad definition of sexism
(Study 1a), a policy that includes an injunctive norm (Study 1b), and a policy that includes
transparent procedures for reporting (Study 1c) – on perceptions of climate (including diversity,
inclusion, leadership, and justice) and tolerance of sexism (occurrence, reporting, and whether
claims will be taken seriously). Study Group 2 tests the effect of a combined evidence-based
policy (one that includes all three components tested in Study Group 1) on women’s perceptions
of identity safety, including trust, belonging, and bias expectations. Finally, Study 3 tests the
downstream effect of an evidence-based policy – via perceptions of climate, sexism, and safety
– on women’s performance expectations and interest in a company.
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CHAPTER TWO
Study Group 1
Study Group 1 tests, in three separate studies, the influence of sex discrimination policies
on women’s perceptions of an organization’s climate and tolerance of sexism. Specifically, the
studies aim to understand which types of sex discrimination policies are most effective in (a)
generating “warmer” organizational climates, conceptualized in terms of gender diversity,
inclusion to women, justice, and fair leadership; and (b) lowering perceptions of organizational
tolerance of sexism (e.g., reducing occurrence and increasing reporting and seriousness of
claims). Each of the three sub-studies presented in Study Group 1 tests the effect of a different
policy framing. Study 1a tests the effect of definitions of sexism, Study 1b tests the effect of
injunctive organizational norms, and Study 1c tests the effect of procedural transparency. In each
study, an evidence-based policy – one rooted in psychological theory and developed for the
purpose of this study – is compared to an EEOC-based non-discrimination policy, which
represents the “gold standard” for policies typically used in organizations (Jacobson & Eaton,
2018).
Study 1a: Organizational Definitions of Sexism
Study 1a tests the hypothesis that a company with a “broad” organizational definition of
sexism – one that acknowledges both overt and subtle forms of sexism – will be perceived as
having a warmer organizational climate and lower tolerance of sexism. Subtle sexism has been
implicated in lowered psychological well-being and hampered professional success for women in
academic and workplace contexts (Mendoza-Denton et al., 2009; Rosette et al., 2017), but is less
likely to be noticed or appraised as harmful compared to its overt counterpart (Barreto &
Ellemers, 2005; Cundiff et al., 2014; Dardenne et al., 2007). Study 1a seeks to demonstrate that
acknowledging the existence of subtle sexism as a form of sex discrimination will lead women to
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perceive a company as more diverse and inclusive, just, fair with respect to leadership, and less
tolerant of sexism. Participants read either: (a) a standard, EEOC-based non-discrimination
policy; (b) a narrow sex discrimination policy that described only overt forms of sexism in its
definition; or (c) a broad sex discrimination policy that described overt and subtle forms of
sexism in its definition. I predicted that the broad policy – but not the narrow policy – would lead
to warmer perceptions of organizational climate, and lowered perceptions of tolerance of sexism,
compared to the standard policy.
Method
Power Analyses
An a priori power analysis for a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) using
G*Power 3 (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996) revealed a minimum sample size of 156 to detect
a main effect (η2=.05, α= 0.05, 80% power) of policy type on perceptions of organizational
climate (diversity, inclusion, justice, and leadership). Accounting for an approximate 25%
attrition rate, I aimed to recruit a minimum of 195 participants.
Participants
Women at least 18 years of age and living in the U.S. were recruited from Prolific
Academic and compensated $2.00 for the 15-minute survey. Of the 217 participants recruited,
five chose not to provide informed consent and four were automatically timed-out by Prolific for
going over the maximum allotted survey time (52 minutes), resulting in 208 cases to be manually
reviewed. Of these, 38 (18%) were removed prior to data analysis for failing the manipulation
check.
The final sample included 170 participants (54-60 per condition) who self-identified as
women. A sensitivity analysis indicated that an effect size of η2=.05 was able to be detected with
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80% power. In the final sample, fifteen participants self-identified as Black or African American
(8.8%), 15 as Asian (8.8%), 11 as Latina or Hispanic (6.5%), and 121 as White (71.2%). The
remainder of the participants self-identified as American Indian or Native American (1),
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (1), some other race (5), or did not wish to be identified (1).
Participants reported an average age of 32 years (SDage=11), with a range of 18 to 65.
Prior or current experience working in an organizational setting was not required for
participation in any of the study groups. However, more than half of the sample reported that
they currently held either part-time (N=31; 18.2%) or full-time (N=54; 31.8%) employment. The
remainder of the sample reported their employment status as: unemployed and looking for work
(29), unemployed and not looking for work (6), retired (2), student (34), unable to work (4),
homemaker (7), or other (2).
Design and Procedure
Participants were recruited for a study ostensibly examining how people form
impressions of a company based on their job marketing materials. Participants were told that
they would review a randomly selected company’s job marketing materials (paying particular
attention to the company’s policies) and then answer questions about the company and what they
think their experience would be like if they worked there. After providing informed consent,
participants were randomly assigned to receive a job recruitment flyer from a company (Sandt
Consumer Group) with either: an EEOC-based non-discrimination policy (“standard” policy), a
sex discrimination policy that include only overt sexism in its definition of sex discrimination
(“narrow” policy), or a sex discrimination policy that included both subtle and overt sexism in its
definition of sex discrimination (“broad” policy). The latter two policies (broad and narrow) also
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included a no tolerance statement for sex discrimination. The job recruitment flyers for Study 1
are included in Appendix A.
All three policies had the same first paragraph, which read: “This company is an equal
opportunity organization and subscribes to Federal and State laws which forbid discrimination
and harassment because of race, religion, color, sex, nationality, sexual orientation, marital
status, veteran status, disability, or any legally protected group.” The second paragraphs differed
by condition:
Standard Policy. The law forbids discrimination when it comes to any aspect of
employment, including hiring, firing, pay, job assignments, promotions, layoff, training, fringe
benefits, and any other term or condition of employment.
Narrow Policy. We have a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination. According to our
definition, sex discrimination occurs when the behavior is so frequent or severe that it creates a
hostile or offensive work environment or when it results in an adverse employment decision
(such as the victim being fired or demoted).
Broad Policy. We have a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination. According to our
definition, sex discrimination can manifest in subtle or seemingly “friendly” behaviors (such as
the victim being left out of opportunities or assigned tasks outside of their job description) or as
hostile and offensive behaviors (such as the victim being fired or demoted).
Except for the text describing the non-discrimination policy, the job recruitment flyer was
identical across experimental conditions. After reading the job flyer, participants were
immediately asked to answer a “manipulation reminder” in which they were presented with a
summary of the different components of the company’s non-discrimination policy and asked to
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choose which they thought was the most important component. This served as a reinforcement of
the manipulation to ensure that participants paid adequate attention to the policy.
Participants then completed a battery of questionnaires to assess perceptions of (a)
organizational climate, including diversity, inclusion, justice, and fair leadership and (b)
organizational tolerance of subtle and overt forms of sexism, including whether people believed
each type would occur, be reported, and be taken seriously at the company. They also rated the
extent to which they believed various overt and subtle sexist incidents were examples of “sex
discrimination” (schemas of sexism). Next, participants rated perceived barriers to reporting
sexism at the organization and indicated the extent to which they believed there were descriptive
and injunctive norms around sexism at the organization. Lastly, participants provided social and
demographic information (e.g., race and employment status). A debriefing documented was
provided to participants immediately after participation to explain the full purpose of the study
and why deception (e.g., in the cover story) was necessary. Materials and procedures—for this
study, and all subsequent studies in this paper—were approved by the Institutional Review Board
at Baruch College prior to implementation.
Measures
A full list of study questionnaires for Study Group 1 is included in Appendix B.
Individual items within each questionnaire were randomized when possible.
Manipulation Reinforcement and Check. Directly after reading the job recruitment
flyer, participants responded to a multiple-choice manipulation reinforcement question: “The
following statements all describe the non-discrimination policy at Sandt Consumer Group. In
your opinion, which of the following statements is the most important component of the
company’s non-discrimination policy?” All the answer choices were correct and described
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different aspects of the policy. The purpose of this question was to ensure that participants
adequately paid attention to – and actively engaged with – the organization’s policy. Participant
responses to the manipulation reminder question for Study Group 1 are summarized in Appendix
C. At the end of the survey, participants completed a multiple-choice manipulation check
question. They were asked, “Which of the following was the non-discrimination policy of the
organization?” Participants (N=38) who were not able to accurately recall the policy out of a list
of four multiple choice options were removed from the dataset prior to data analysis.
Organizational Climate. Items for each organizational climate variable were measured
on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly Agree, with
higher values indicating more positive perceptions. The organizational climate questionnaires
appeared in counterbalanced order.
Diversity. Participants responded to a 4-item questionnaire modified from Wilton et al.
(2015) to assess perceptions of diversity. The questionnaire queried participants about (a) the
diversity climate in general (e.g., “This organization is diverse”); (b) the climate for women (e.g.,
“This organization is diverse in terms of gender”); (c) the climate for racial/ethnic minorities
(e.g., “This organization is diverse in terms of race/ethnicity”); and (d) and the climate for sexual
minorities (e.g., “This organization is diverse in terms of sexual orientation”). To test the
hypothesis that the policies would affect perceptions of organizational diversity (an aspect of
climate), I analyzed the item specific to gender diversity; the other items were analyzed on an
exploratory basis.
Inclusion. Participants responded to a 5-item questionnaire modified from Wilton et al.
(2015) to assess perceptions of inclusion at the organization. The questionnaire queried
participants about (a) the inclusion climate in general (e.g., “This organization is inclusive”); (b)
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the climate for women (e.g., “This organization is inclusive to women”); (c) the climate for men
(e.g., “This organization is inclusive to men”); (d) the climate for racial/ethnic minorities (e.g.,
“This organization is inclusive in terms of race/ethnicity”); and (e) and the climate for sexual
minorities (e.g., “This organization is inclusive in terms of sexual orientation”). To test the
hypothesis that the policies would affect perceptions of inclusion, I analyzed the item specific to
inclusion of women; the other items were analyzed on an exploratory basis.
Justice. Participants completed a 16-item scale, modified from Colquitt (2001), to assess
perceptions of organizational justice. The questionnaire includes four subscales, each
representing a different aspect of justice: (a) interpersonal (4 items, e.g., “Employees are treated
with dignity at this company”); (b) distributive (4 items, e.g., “Employees’ outcomes reflect the
effort they put into their work”); (c) procedural (4 items, e.g., “Company procedures are applied
consistently for all employees”); and (d) informational (4 items, e.g., “Relevant job information
is communicated to employees in a timely manner”). The subscales demonstrated good internal
reliability: interpersonal α =.81, distributive α =.90, procedural α =.77, informational α =.85.
Altogether, the 16 items had a coefficient alpha value of .94.
Leadership. Participants completed a 7-item questionnaire, adapted from Settles et al.
(2006), to assess perceptions of organizational leaderships. This questionnaire assesses the extent
to which people believe that leadership fairly supports employees and is committed to a
collaborative, diverse environment (e.g., “Leaders at this organization are open to constructive
criticism” and “Leaders at this organization are committed to a diverse environment”). The scale
demonstrated high internal reliability (α =.91).
Gender and Racial Minority Representation. Participants responded to the questions
“What percentage of employees at this company do you think are women?” and “What
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percentage of employees at this company do you think are racial/ethnic minorities?” (Bian et al.,
2018). Participants indicated their responses on a 0-100 slider scale, with higher numbers
indicating greater anticipated representation of the target group. These questions were analyzed
on an exploratory basis to assess whether the policy that participants read influenced their
perceptions of the numerical representation of women and racial minorities in the company.
Organizational Tolerance of Sexism. To assess perceptions of tolerance of sexism in
the organization, participants responded to a questionnaire based on the Organizational
Tolerance of Sexual Harassment Inventory (OTSHI; Hulin, Fitzgerald, & Drasgow, 1996).
Participants read three vignettes describing an instance of overt sexism and three vignettes
describing an instance of subtle sexism in an organization (six vignettes in total; Appendix B).
The overt sexism scenarios explicitly demonstrate an instance of sex discrimination, for
example: Dara, a working mother, comes to a morning team meeting a few minutes late. A male
colleague snickers and asks her how ‘play time’ was. The subtle sexism scenarios portray
ambiguous situations, where the presence or severity of sex discrimination is less clear, for
example: Angela is frequently cut off while talking during her weekly team meetings. The
vignettes were pilot tested by a separate online sample recruited via Mechanical Turk (N=53).
Data analysis confirmed that participants viewed the overt sexism vignettes as clearer or more
unambiguous (Movert=7.21, Msubtle=4.38, p<.001) and more serious (Movert=7.14, Msubtle=4.71,
p<.001) than the subtle sexism vignettes.
For each scenario, participants rated the extent to which they (a) believe the behavior
would happen at the organization they read about; (b) believe the behavior would be reported if it
occurred; and (c) believe the claim would be taken seriously by leadership if reported.
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Participants indicated their answers on a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1=Strongly
Disagree to 7=Strongly Agree.
The organizational tolerance ratings were averaged separately by the type of behavior
(whether it would occur, be reported, and be taken seriously) and type of sexism (overt and
subtle), resulting in a total of six separate outcomes: subtle sexism occurrence, overt sexism
occurrence, subtle sexism reporting, overt sexism reporting, subtle sexism taken seriously, and
overt sexism taken seriously.
Schemas of Sexism. For each vignette included in the Organizational Tolerance of
Sexism Scale, participants also responded to a question designed to assess their individually held
definitions, or schemas, of sexism. Participants responded to the question, “Is this an example of
sex discrimination?” on a 1-10 scale, with endpoint anchors “definitely not sex discrimination”
and “definitely sex discrimination.” The ratings were averaged separately by the type of sexism,
resulting in two outcomes – the extent to which subtle sexism is considered sex discrimination
and the extent to which overt sexism is considered sex discrimination – and were analyzed on an
exploratory basis.
The final two questionnaires assessed the extent to which participants perceived barriers
to reporting sex discrimination in the organization and the extent to which participants perceived
organizational norms related to addressing sexism. Both were analyzed on an exploratory basis.
Barriers to Reporting. To assess perceptions of barriers to reporting sexism, participants
answered a 7-item questionnaire developed for the purpose of this study (e.g., “This company
would investigate allegations of sex discrimination in a timely manner”). Scores were averaged
and reverse-scored, such that greater values indicate greater perceived barriers to reporting. The
scale demonstrated high internal reliability (α = .94).
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Organizational Norms. To test participant’s perceptions of organizational norms,
participants responded to a single item measuring injunctive norms (“What percentage of
company employees do you think approve of taking actions to address sex discrimination?”) and
a single item measuring descriptive norms (“What percentage of company employees do you
think engage in actions to address sex discrimination?”; White et al., 2009). Participants
indicated their response to each item on a 0-100 slider scale, with higher numbers indicating
stronger perceived norms.
Social and Demographic Information. Participants indicated their age, gender, race,
political affiliation, education level, and which state they currently lived in. They also provided
information on their current employment status.
Results
All analyses in Study Group 1 were conducted with IBM SPSS (Version 27) and Jamovi
(Version 2.1). The term “significant” used throughout the results section refers to statistical
significance and has been shortened for brevity.
Correlations among Dependent Variables
Table 1 includes the means and standard deviations for the organizational climate and
sexism dependent variables and the correlations among variables. The statistical significance of
correlations was interpreted using an adjusted p-value, p<.007 (.05 divided by the number of
variables, 7). Each of the climate variables (gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and
leadership) were significantly correlated with perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexism
in the expected direction: warmer perceptions of the organizational climate variables were
negatively correlated with sexism occurrence and positively correlated with perceptions that
sexism would be reported and taken seriously.
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Identity Safety: Organizational Climate
The factor structure of the 25 organizational climate items – including items for gender
diversity, inclusion of women, all four subscales of justice, and leadership – was examined.
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used because the primary purpose was to conduct an
initial, exploratory assessment of whether the different aspects of organizational climate can be
explained by a single underlying factor. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure verified the
sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO=.95, and all the KMO values for individual items
were greater than .90, which is above the acceptable limit of .50 (Field, 2009). Bartlett’s test of
sphericity indicated that correlations among the items were sufficiently large for factor analysis,
χ²(300)=3062.1, p<.001.
An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Three factors
with eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 emerged, which in combination explained 64.5% of
the total variance. In the unrotated solution, all items loaded on factor one (52.9%), with factor
loadings ranging from .40 to .89. The four distributive justice items cross-loaded on factor two
(6.8%) along with one procedural justice item (“Employees have influence over their own
outcomes related to company procedures”), with factor loadings ranging from .37 to .49. The
third factor consisted of a single cross-loaded leadership item (“Leadership at this company are
open to constructive criticism”) with a factor loading of .34.
Next, a factor analysis was conducted using the averages of each organizational climate
variable. The single items for gender diversity and inclusion of women were included in the
analysis, as well as the averages for interpersonal justice, procedural justice, distributive justice,
informational justice, and leadership. A single factor with an eigenvalue of 1 emerged,
explaining 64.5% of the total variance. All items were retained in this single factor, with factor
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loadings ranging from .47 to .93. Together, this provides preliminary evidence that the measured
variables all tap into a single construct of organizational climate.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Climate
Next, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to test whether the
policies significantly influenced perceptions of organizational climate. The means and standard
deviations for the organizational climate variables (gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice,
and leadership) by policy condition are presented in Table 2. Gender diversity, inclusion of
women, justice, and leadership were included as dependent variables in the analysis. Using
Pillai’s Trace, there was a significant effect of policy condition on perceptions of organizational
climate, V=0.12, F(8,330)=2.65, p=.008, η2=.06. The partial eta-squared represents a medium
effect size. Separate follow-up univariate ANOVAs, reported below, revealed a significant effect
of policy condition on perceptions of inclusion of women and justice. Policy condition did not
have a significant effect on perceptions of gender diversity or leadership at the company.
To correct for multiple comparisons, the planned contrasts for inclusion of women and
justice were interpreted for statistical significance at p<.025 (.05 divided by the number of
planned contrasts, 2). The post-hoc tests reported use a Bonferroni-adjusted p-value, interpreted
for statistical significance at p<.05.
Inclusion of Women. A univariate ANOVA (with a Welch’s correction due to a
violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance) revealed significant differences among
policy conditions for perceptions of inclusion of women, F(2,101.1)=5.14, p=.008, η2=.04.
Planned contrasts revealed that participants who read the broad policy rated the organization as
significantly more inclusive of women than those who read the narrow policy (Mdiff=0.52,
t(91.3)=2.65, 95% CI [.05, .98]; p=.01, d=0.43) or the standard policy (Mdiff =0.55, t(83.0)=2.43,
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95% CI [.01, 1.10]; p=.02, d=0.46). Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analyses indicated that
perceptions of inclusion of women did not differ between the narrow and standard policies (Mdiff
=0.04, p=.88).
Justice. A univariate ANOVA revealed a significant effect of policy on perceptions of
justice, F(2,167)=3.89, p=.02, η2=.05. Planned contrasts revealed that participants who read the
broad policy viewed the organization as more just than those who read the narrow policy
(Mdiff=0.42, t(167)=2.78, 95% CI [.05, .79]; p=.006, d=0.52) but did not differ in their
perceptions from those who read the standard policy (Mdiff =0.16, p=.28).
To test which subscales of justice were influenced by the policy, a 3 (Policy Condition:
Standard, Narrow, Broad) × 4 (Justice Type: Interpersonal, Procedural, Distributive,
Informational) mixed model ANOVA was conducted, with policy condition as the betweensubjects variable and justice type as the repeated measures variable. Using Bonferroni-adjusted
post-hoc analyses, only procedural justice significantly differed between the broad and narrow
policy conditions; all other comparisons failed to reach statistical significance (see Table 2).
There was also a significant main effect of justice type, F(2.78,460.40)=26.42, p<.001, η2=.14.
The organization, regardless of policy condition, was rated highest in interpersonal justice
compared to the other types of justice (all ps<.001). The policy × justice type interaction was not
significant, suggesting that all four types of justice operated similarly as a function of the policy
manipulation.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
To test whether the policies influenced women’s beliefs about whether overt and subtle
sexism would (a) occur; (b) be reported; and (c) be taken seriously if reported, I ran three
separate 3 (Policy Condition: Standard, Narrow, Broad) × 2 (Sexism Type: Subtle, Overt) mixed
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model ANOVAs, with policy condition as the between-subjects variable and sexism type as the
repeated measures variable (Figure 2). For each analysis, the post-hoc tests reported use a
Bonferroni-adjusted p-value, interpreted for statistical significance at p<.05. The means and
standard deviations for the sexism variables by policy condition are reported in Table 3.
Occurrence of Sexism. For perceptions of occurrence of sexism, analyses revealed only
a main effect of sexism type (F(1,167)=97.20, p<.001, η2=.37): across all policy conditions,
subtle sexism was seen as more likely to occur than overt sexism. There was not a significant
main effect of policy, nor a significant policy × sexism interaction suggesting that contrary to
my predictions, the broadly defined policy did not affect women’s beliefs about whether overt or
subtle sexism would occur at the company.
Reporting of Sexism. A significant main effect of policy condition emerged for
reporting of sexism, F(2,167)=6.98, p=.001, η2=.08. Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analyses
indicated that the broad policy increased likelihood of reporting sexism, compared to both the
standard (Mdiff =0.55, p=.05, d=0.51) and narrow policies (Mdiff =0.83, p=.001, d=0.67). The
analysis also observed a significant main effect of sexism type (F(1,167)=116.86, p<.001,
η2=.41): women believed that overt sexism would be more likely to be reported than subtle
sexism. The policy × sexism interaction was not significant, suggesting that the broad policy was
equally effective in shifting perceptions of sexism, regardless of the form.
Sexism Taken Seriously. For perceptions that sexism would be taken seriously if
reported, analyses revealed a main effect of policy, F(2,167)=6.40, p=.002, η2=.07, and a main
effect of sexism, F(1,167)=145.89, p<.001, η2=.47. Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analyses
revealed that the broad policy led to greater expectations that allegations of sexism would be
taken seriously, compared to the standard (Mdiff =0.58, p=.05, d=0.49) and narrow policies (Mdiff
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=0.85, p=.002, d=0.64). Across all policies, overt sexism was seen as more likely to be taken
seriously than subtle sexism (Mdiff =.88, p<.001, d=0.92). The policy × sexism interaction was
not significant.
The above analyses provide partial support for my hypotheses: the broad sexism policy
– one that defined both subtle and overt forms – led to greater perceived inclusion of women and
justice. Interestingly, differences in perceptions of justice were driven by differences in the broad
and narrow policy conditions – women believed the climate would be more just at a company
with a broad definition of sexism. This shed lights on a potential negative effect of existing
EEOC-based policies that acknowledge only overt, traditional forms of sexism – when
companies use these policies, they may be unintentionally signaling to actual and potential
employees that their climate is less just. With respect to perceived tolerance of sexism, the broad
policy led to stronger beliefs that sexism would be reported and taken seriously at a company –
though beliefs about occurrence of sexism did not differ by policy condition. The next section
explores whether the broad policy affects perceptions of diversity for other groups or affects
individual schemas of sexism, perceived barriers to reporting sexism, or organizational norms.
Exploratory Analyses
Organizational Climate for Other Groups. Might the evidence-based discrimination
policy affect perceptions of diversity or inclusion for other minoritized groups? Prior research
has demonstrated that creating safety for one group can create a generalized environment of
safety for others with stigmatized identities (Chaney, Sanchez, & Remedios, 2016). To test this
possibility, I conducted exploratory analyses on the non-gender specific diversity and inclusion
items.
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Diversity: Other Groups. A MANOVA was conducted to explore whether the policy
that participants read had an impact on perceptions of general diversity (“This company is
diverse”), diversity with respect to race/ethnicity (“This company is diverse in terms of
race/ethnicity”), and diversity with respect to sexual orientation (“This company is diverse in
terms of sexual orientation”). The effect of policy condition on perceptions of diversity was nonsignificant using Pillai’s Trace (V=0.03, F(6,322)=0.73, p=.63), suggesting that policy condition
did not have an effect on perceptions of diversity in general nor perceptions of diversity with
respect to other historically excluded groups.
Inclusion: Other Groups. A MANOVA was conducted to explore whether the policies
influenced perceptions of overall inclusion (“This company is inclusive overall”), inclusion with
respect to men (“This company is inclusive to men”), inclusion with respect to race/ethnicity
(“This company is inclusive to people of all races/ethnicities”), and inclusion with respect to
sexual orientation (“This company is inclusive to people of all sexual orientations”). The effect
of policy on inclusion of other groups was non-significant, V=0.05, F(8,330)=1.01, p=.43.
Gender and Racial Minority Representation. Separate one-way ANOVAs were
conducted to explore whether the policy condition effected people’s perceptions of the
representation percentage for women (“What percentage of employees at this company do you
think are women?”) and racial/ethnic minorities (“What percentage of employees at this
company do you think are non-White [racially/ethnically]?”). Neither test reached statistical
significance (ps>.1).
Taken together, these data suggest that though the broadly defined policy led to greater
perceptions of inclusion of women, this culture of inclusion did not extend to other historically
excluded groups. The policy did not affect perceptions of gender diversity, nor did it affect
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perceptions of diversity for other groups. A final set of analyses explored the effect of policy
type on participants’ individually held schemas of sexism as well as their perceptions of barriers
to reporting and norms at the company.
Schemas of Sexism. To test whether the policies influenced participants’ schemas of
sexism, a 3 (Policy Condition) × 2 (Sexism Type) mixed model ANOVA was conducted on the
question, “Is this an example of sex discrimination?”, which appeared alongside the vignettes in
the organizational tolerance of sexism measure. Analyses revealed a main effect of sexism type,
F(1,167)=326.55, p<.001, η2=.66. Participants were more likely to endorse overt types as an
example of sex discrimination (M=8.22, SD=1.59) compared to subtle types (M=5.71, SD=2.17),
p<.001, d=1.32. The main effect was qualified by a significant policy type × sexism type
interaction, F(2,167)=3.81, p=.02, η2=.04. Though participants were equally likely to consider
overt types as a form of sex discrimination across the three policy conditions (all ps nonsignificant), significant differences among policy conditions emerged for subtle sexism.
Participants who read the broad policy more strongly endorsed subtle types as an example of
sexism (M=6.23, SD=1.93) compared to participants who read the narrow policy (M=5.27,
SD=2.20), p=.02, d=.46. Participants who read the broad and standard policies (M=5.60,
SD=2.29) did not differ significantly in their ratings for subtle sexism, p=.11. The main effect of
policy type was not significant, F(1,167)=1.42, p=.25.
Barriers to Reporting. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate whether policy
had a significant effect on perceptions of organizational barriers to reporting. Analyses revealed
a significant effect of policy condition (F(2,167)=3.40, p=.04). Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc
tests revealed that the broad policy (M=5.43, SD=0.98) led to lower perceived barriers to
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reporting compared to the narrow policy (M=4.87, SD=1.38), p=.04, d=0.47. No other
comparisons reached significance.
Organizational Norms. A 2 (Policy Condition) × 3 (Norm Type: Descriptive, Injunctive)
mixed model ANOVA was conducted to determine whether the policy condition had a
statistically significant effect on perceptions of descriptive and injunctive norms. Analyses
revealed a non-significant effect of policy type, and a non-significant policy × norm interaction,
suggesting that the broad policy did not affect perceptions of norms at the organization. There
was, however, a significant main effect of norm type (F(1,167)=281.16, p<.001, η2=.63) such
that participants were much more likely to perceive an injunctive norm (M=68.3, SD=21.2) than
a descriptive norm (M=42.6, SD=25.7) at the company.
Discussion
Study 1a provides initial support that sex discrimination policies influence women’s
perceptions of organizational climate and tolerance of sexism at a company. One aspect of a
company’s policy that has a significant effect on how a woman perceives an organization is how
that company chooses to define sexism. Participants believed that a company would be more
inclusive of women and more just when it included both overt and subtle types of sexism in its
definition, compared to when it only included only overt types of sexism or did not have a
separate policy for sex discrimination at all. Women also believed that overt and subtle sexism
would be reported more frequently at a company, and taken more seriously by leadership, when
the policy included both forms of sexism in its definition. This suggests that even small changes
to existing policies – like acknowledging the different types of sexism that women experience in
workplace contexts – can lead to warmer, bias-free climates for women.
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Recall that the language used in the narrow policy is based on that used in the EEOC’s
sex discrimination guidelines and reflects women’s legally protected rights under federal law.
The results from this study suggest that workplaces that promote narrow definitions of sexism
(e.g., overt forms only) may lead women to perceive “chilly” organizational climates. Women
viewed a company as less just when its policy reinforced the idea that sexism only includes
behaviors that are severe and create a hostile or offensive work environment (compared to a
policy that also acknowledged subtle forms of sexism). Women also perceived greater barriers to
reporting sexism when the company used a narrow definition and were less likely to personally
endorse instances of subtle sexism as examples of sex discrimination. Thus, my data suggest that
the type of policy suggested by the EEOC may unintentionally cause an “ironic” effect, where
failing to acknowledge commonly experienced forms of sexism may lead to perceived injustice.
Conversely, including a broad definition of sexism in organizational policy may be key to
increasing awareness of subtle sexism in a non-threatening manner. Research has demonstrated
that increasing the appraisal of subtle, everyday sexism among employees as harmful – so that
they are better able to detect and report bias – is an important first step for tackling gender bias
(Cundiff et al., 2014). My studies show this is possible to do through organizational sex
discrimination policies – women who read the broad policy were more likely to appraise
examples of subtle sexism as sex discrimination compared to women who read the narrow
policy.
Contrary to my predictions, some aspects of organizational climate – including
perceptions of gender diversity and fair leadership – were not affected by the experimental
manipulation. This suggests that the climate variables operate independently of one another; in
other words, shifting one aspect of climate does not necessarily shift all others (e.g., like a “halo”
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effect). In this study, including subtle forms of sexism in a company’s definition did not lead
women to believe there would be greater gender diversity or more fair leadership. With respect
to tolerance of sexism, though women believed that a broadly defined policy would lead to
greater reporting of sexism and to sexism being taken more seriously, it did not shift women’s
perception of whether subtle and overt sexism would occur. This result may not be surprising,
given the persistent nature of sexism in the workplace, and it suggests that a stronger policy (e.g.,
one more closely tied to consequences for perpetrators) may be needed to shift perceptions of the
prevalence of sexism.
Limitations and Future Directions
The present study limited its scope to overt and subtle sexism; however, future research
should delve into other definitions, terms, or descriptions related to sexism that could be included
in policies. These definitions could center around other types of sexism not discussed in the
current study (e.g., covert sexism or sexual harassment), the levels at which sexism occurs (e.g.,
individual, organizational, or systemic), or the dimensions on which they are expressed (e.g.,
cumulative vs. episodic, public vs. private), among others (Benokraitis & Feagin, 1995).
Despite the promise of the broadly defined policy from a theoretical standpoint, practical
applications must also be considered. The effects of subtle sexism are often distal and
cumulative; that is, each subtle sexist incident does not always have an observable, immediate
consequence (Cundiff et al., 2014). This makes it difficult to pursue formal or legal recourse
(e.g., via a complaint to the EEOC) for subtle forms of sexism, which often lack the “smoking
gun” evidence (e.g., an email documenting intentional, unfair treatment of women) needed to
make a compelling legal case for disparate treatment or disparate impact based on sex or gender
(Cleveland et al., 2000). So, while the broadly defined policy is effective in increasing reporting
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(and getting leadership to take the claims seriously), it may have limited utility in increasing the
likelihood of assigning responsibility or punishment to responsible parties. Bringing attention to
more innocuous types of sexism, without having a reliable mechanism to hold perpetrators
accountable for it, could potentially backfire, resulting in a more tense, unwelcome climate.
Future research should explore this possibility and identify modes to hold organizations, groups,
and individuals accountable for subtle sexism.
Conclusion
Study 1a provides initial evidence that sex discrimination policies influence not only
sexism-related expectations for women, but also broader perceptions of an organization’s
climate. Women believed that a company would be more inclusive of women, more just, and
have a lower tolerance of sexism (with respect to increased reporting and taking claims
seriously) when it had a broad sex discrimination policy that explicitly acknowledged both overt
and subtle, everyday sexism. And, when compared to a policy that only acknowledged overt
forms, the broad policy led to greater perceptions of justice and greater appraisal of subtle sexism
as harmful. In sum, even small changes to existing policies can help organizations foster warmer
organizational climates and address gender bias.
Another aspect of organizational policies that may confer greater perceptions of
organizational warmth is the communication of a visible stance on sexism – or a company norm
related to sexism – by company leadership. Thus, Study 1b tests the effect of an evidence-based
policy that encourages employees to display a badge (developed by organizational leadership) to
demonstrate a commitment to a sexism-free environment on women’s perceptions of
organizational climate and tolerance of sexism at an organization.
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Study 1b: Organizational Norms around Sexism
Study 1b tests the hypothesis that emphasizing a positive norm related to sexism in a
company’s policy will lead to warmer perceptions of organizational climate and lower perceived
tolerance of sexism. Injunctive norms characterize what one ought to do or what others approve
of in a given social context (White et al., 2009) and are strong motivators of attitudinal and
behavior change because individuals who adhere to social norms typically receive greater
approval and acceptance by other group members (Smith et al., 2012). Study 1b seeks to
demonstrate that communicating an expectation for positive, non-sexist behavior – i.e., an
injunctive norm – will lead women to perceive a company as more diverse and inclusive, just,
more fair with respect to leadership, and less tolerant of sexism than if no norm was
communicated. Participants were randomly assigned to read a policy that either communicated
an organizational injunctive norm or a standard, EEOC-based policy that did not include an
injunctive norm. I predicted that the norm policy would lead to warmer perceptions of
organizational climate, and lowered perceptions of tolerance of sexism, compared to the standard
policy.
Method
Participants
Women at least 18 years of age and living in the U.S. were recruited from Amazon
Mechanical Turk and compensated $2.00 for the 15-minute survey. Ninety-two participants
provided informed consent and completed the survey. Of these, 7 (8%) were removed prior to
data analysis for incorrectly answering the manipulation check question. The final sample size
included 85 participants who self-identified as women. An a priori power analysis was not
conducted for the current study. However, a sensitivity analysis indicated that, given the sample

43

size, an effect size of η2=.14 was able to be detected with 80% power. This suggests that the
statistical analyses were underpowered to detect a medium effect size (η2=.05).
In the final sample, 6 participants self-identified as Black or African American (7.1%), 5
as Asian (5.9%), 4 as Latina/x or Hispanic (4.7%), and 64 as White (75.2%). The remainder of
participants self-identified as American Indian or Native American (1), multiracial (5), or did not
wish to report their race (1). The mean participant age was 41 years (SDage=12), with a range of
22 to 70. Most participants reported currently holding full-time (N=51; 60.0%) or part-time
(N=15; 17.6%) employment. The remainder of participants (N=19; 22.4%) reported their
employment status as: unemployed looking for work (1), unemployed not looking for work (3),
retired (2), unable to work (1), homemaker (6), or some other employment status (6).
Procedure
The procedure for Study 1b was identical to that used in Study 1a and used the same
dependent variables (the only thing that differed between the two studies was the independent
variable). Participants were recruited for a study ostensibly examining how people form
impressions of a company based on their job marketing materials. After providing informed
consent, participants were randomly assigned to receive a job recruitment flyer (Appendix A)
from a company, Sandt Consumer Group, with a policy that either emphasized an injunctive
organizational norm around sexism (“norm” policy) or a standard, EEOC-based policy that did
not include a norm (“standard” policy).
As before, the two policies had the same first paragraph, which read: “This company is
an equal opportunity organization and subscribes to Federal and State laws which forbid
discrimination and harassment because of race, religion, color, sex, nationality, sexual
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orientation, marital status, veteran status, disability, or any legally protected group.” The second
paragraph varied by condition as follows:
Injunctive Policy. We have a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination. We strongly
encourage our employees to display this badge (developed by our Executive Team) around their
work area to show their commitment to workspaces, programs, and activities that are free of sex
discrimination. (A picture of a badge was included with the written policy; see Appendix A).
Standard Policy. The law forbids discrimination when it comes to any aspect of
employment, including hiring, firing, pay, job assignments, promotions, layoff, training, fringe
benefits, and any other term or condition of employment.
After reading the policy, participants responded to questions about their perceptions of
climate at the organization (diversity, inclusion, justice, and leadership) and tolerance of sexism
(whether it would occur, be reported, and be taken seriously) at the organization; they also
provided impressions of organizational schemas, barriers to reporting, and norms. Lastly,
participants reported socio-demographic information.
Measures
Study 1b used the same measures described in Study 1a (see Appendix B).
Results
All analyses were conducted with IBM SPSS (Version 27). The term “significant” used
throughout the results section refers to statistical significance and has been shortened for brevity.
Correlations among Dependent Variables
Table 4 includes the means and standard deviations for each of the climate and sexism
dependent variables and correlations among variables. The statistical significance of correlations
was interpreted using an adjusted p-value (p<.007). The same general trend observed in Study 1a
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emerged: warmer climates were negatively associated with sexism occurrence and positively
associated with perceptions that sexism would be reported and taken seriously. Not all the
individual correlations, reached statistical significance at the 0.007 level, however, which are
noted in Table 4.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Climate
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to test whether the
policies significantly influenced participant’s perceptions of organizational climate (Table 5).
Gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and leadership were included as dependent
variables in the analysis. The effect of policy condition on perceptions of organizational climate
did not reach statistical significance using Pillai’s Trace, V=0.08, F(4,80)=1.74, p=.15. A posthoc power analysis indicated that the analysis was likely underpowered (51%) to detect a
significant effect.
However, a follow-up univariate test (with a Welch’s correction due to a violation of the
assumption of homogeneity of variance) revealed a significant effect of policy on perceptions of
inclusion of women at the organization, F(1,72.66)=6.93, p=.01, η2=.08. Planned contrasts
(interpreted at p<.025 to adjust for multiple comparisons) revealed that participants rated a
company with an injunctive norm policy as more inclusive of women than a company with a
standard policy (Mdiff =0.74, p=.01, d=1.01).
Policy condition did not have a significant effect on perceptions of gender diversity
(F(1,83)=0.26, p=.61), justice (F(1,83)=0.62, p=.44), or leadership (F(1,83)=0.52, p=.47). The
means and standard deviations for the organizational climate variables (gender diversity,
inclusion of women, justice, and leadership) by policy condition are presented in Table 5.
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Effect of Policy on Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
To test whether the policies influenced women’s beliefs about whether overt and subtle
sexism would (a) occur; (b) be reported; and (c) be taken seriously if reported, a 2 (Policy
Condition: Standard, Injunctive) × 2 (Sexism Type: Subtle, Overt) mixed model ANOVA was
conducted, with policy condition as the between-subjects variable and sexism type as the
repeated measures variable (Figure 3). Reported post-hoc tests use a Bonferroni-adjusted pvalue, interpreted for statistical significance at p<.05. The means and standard deviations for the
sexism variables by policy condition are reported in Table 6.
Sexism Occurrence. Analyses revealed only a main effect of sexism type,
F(1,83)=98.26, p<.001, η2=.54. Participants were more likely to believe that subtle sexism would
occur at an organization, regardless of policy (Mdiff=0.71, p<.001, d=1.1). The main effect of
policy (F(1,83)=1.15, p=.29) and the policy × sexism interaction (F(1,83)=1.39, p=.24) were
non-significant.
Sexism Reporting. As with reporting, only a main effect of sexism type emerged,
F(1,83)=108.09, p<.001, η2=.57; participants believed that overt sexism would be reported more
than subtle sexism would (Mdiff=0.90, p<.001, d=1.12). The main effect of policy (F(1,83)=1.15,
p=.29) and the policy × sexism interaction (F(1,83)=0.01, p=.92) were non-significant.
Sexism Taken Seriously. A main effect of policy emerged for perceptions of whether
sexism would be taken seriously if reported, F(1,83)=4.61, p=.04, η2=.05. A Bonferroni-adjusted
post-hoc test indicated that participants believed that sexism would be taken more seriously in an
organization with an injunctive norm policy, compared to one with a standard policy (Mdiff=0.50,
p=.04, d=.47). A main effect of sexism type was also observed, F(1,83)=71.74, p<.001, η2=.46.
Participants believed that overt sexism would be taken more seriously than subtle sexism,
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regardless of policy type (Mdiff=0.76, p<.001, d=0.92). The policy × sexism interaction was not
significant, F(1,83)=0, p=.98).
The above analyses provide partial support for my hypotheses: the norm policy led to
greater perceived inclusion of women and greater perceptions that sexism would be taken
seriously by leadership, the latter of which is driven primarily by perceptions of overt sexism.
Perceptions of gender diversity, justice, and leadership did not vary as a function of the policy
that participants read, nor did perceptions of whether overt and subtle sexism would occur and be
reported at the company. In sum, communicating a company norm (i.e., via use of a badge for
employees to show their commitment to sexism-free workspace) had a limited effect on shaping
perceptions of climate and organizational tolerance of sexism. Whether the norm policy
conferred perceived diversity for other groups or affected individual schemas of sexism,
perceived barriers to reporting sexism, or organizational norms was explored in the next section.
Exploratory Analyses
Organizational Climate for Other Groups. Exploratory analyses were conducted to
test whether the evidence-based norm policy improved women’s perceived inclusion and
diversity of other minoritized groups.
Diversity: Other Groups. A MANOVA conducted on participant perceptions of general
diversity, racial/ethnic diversity, and sexual orientation diversity, revealed a non-significant
effect of policy condition (V=0.05, F(3,81)=1.56, p=.20).
Inclusion: Other Groups. As with diversity toward other groups, the policies did not
significantly affect perceptions of inclusion toward other groups (V=0.08, F(4,80)=1.64, p=.17).
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Women and Racial Minority Representation. Participants rated the percentage of
women at the company (Mstandard=45, Mnorm=45; p=.84) and perceptions of racial minorities
(Mstandard =37, Mnorm =33; p=.30) at the company equally across policy conditions.
As in Study 1a, the polices did not influence perceptions of climate for other historically
excluded groups. A final set of analyses explored the effect of policy type on participants’
individually held schemas of sexism as well as their perceptions of barriers to reporting and
norms at the company.
Schemas of Sexism. To test whether the policies influenced organizational schemas of
sexism, I ran a 2 (Policy Condition) × 2 (Sexism Type) mixed model ANOVA. The policies did
not have a significant effect on organizational schemas, F(1,82)=0.23, p=.63. However, a main
effect of sexism type emerged (F(1,82)=221.53, p<.001, η2=.73). Participants more strongly
endorsed overt sexism as an example of sex discrimination, compared to subtle sexism
(Mdiff=2.45, p<.001, d=1.62). The policy × sexism interaction was not significant, F(1,82)=0.14,
p=.70.
Barriers to Reporting. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test the influence of the
policies on perceived barriers to reporting sexism. The main effect did not reach statistical
significance, F(1,83)=0.23, p=.07, η2=.04, suggesting that the injunctive norm was not sufficient
to alleviate reporting concerns.
Organizational Norms. A 2 (Policy Condition) × 2 (Norm Type) mixed model ANOVA
was conducted to test whether the policies affected perceptions of descriptive and injunctive
organizational norms. A main effect of norm type was observed, F(1,82)=89.22, p<.001, η2=.52;
participants were more likely to perceive an injunctive than a descriptive norm, regardless of the
policy they read. Contrary to my predictions, neither the main effect of policy (F(1,82)=0.74,
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p=.39), nor the policy × norm interaction (F(1,82)=2.06, p=.16, η2=.02), reached statistical
significance, suggesting that the injunctive norm policy did not elicit stronger perceived norms at
the company. The two policy conditions were equivalent in perceived injunctive norms
(Mstandard=79, Mnorm=78; p=.92). Though there was a slightly larger mean difference between the
two policies for descriptive norms, this comparison did not reach statistical significance
(Mstandard=51, Mnorm=58; p=.20). A post-hoc power analysis revealed that the analysis was
underpowered (29%) to detect a significant policy × sexism effect, with η2=.02 and $=.05. In
other words, additional participants may have been necessary to detect a significant effect.
Discussion
Study 1b tested the effect of a policy that communicated an injunctive norm at the
company – specifically, the development and use of a badge by the Executive Team to be
displayed by employees to show their commitment to sexism-free workspace – one that was
intended to signal a clear organizational stance regarding sexism by leadership. In line with my
hypothesis, the communication of an injunctive norm in company policy led to greater perceived
inclusion of women at the company. Moreover, participants believed that sexism would be taken
more seriously by leadership in a company with a policy that described an injunctive norm.
Study 1b reinforces the idea set forth by others that organizational norms play an important role
in shaping organizational climate (e.g., Applbaum & Anatol, 1979) and peer tolerance of sexism
(e.g., Kilmartin et al., 2008). In this case, the norm policy influenced some, but not all,
hypothesized aspects of perceived climate and tolerance of sexism.
The norm policy did not affect perceptions of diversity, justice, or leadership, nor did it
change perceptions of occurrence or reporting of sexism, compared to a generic nondiscrimination policy. A potential explanation is that the policy did not achieve what it was
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intended to do: evoke an organizational norm. Participants believed the same number of
employees would approve of (injunctive norm) and engage in (descriptive norm) actions to
address sex discrimination, regardless of the policy condition they read. In other words,
describing a social norm in a company policy did not lead people to perceive an actual norm.
This suggests that either the experimental manipulation used in the present study was not
“strong” enough to elicit a perceived norm or, alternately, that perceived norms are better cued
by actions, rather than words.
Limitations and Future Directions
One limitation of this study is that the organization’s badge initiative may have been
perceived as “lip service”– an avowal or expression of support for a cause, without concrete
action to back it up. This sentiment is in line with some of the open-response answers received
from my participants when invited to share any final thoughts about the survey. For example,
one participant noted, “The badge mentioned didn’t make me feel like the company took this
issue more seriously.” Another noted, “I groaned when I read ‘you'll all display a badge’ because
that seems like lip service to an anti-discrimination policy, just a show with no real teeth.” It may
be the case that for a policy to be effective in shifting perceptions of climate, it should be seen as
having substance or authenticity– a possibility which is explored in Study 2. For example, to be
seen as having more substance or “teeth,” a company may need to couple a badge policy with a
policy that broadly defines sexism or a policy that establishes transparent steps for reporting and
handling sexism. In this scenario, the addition of other policies related to sexism – policies more
closely tied to actions and consequences – may increase the perceived utility of the badge policy.
Another potential limitation of the manipulation may be that the inclusion of a badge
policy led participants to believe that something had previously gone wrong at the company. For
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instance, participants may have assumed that because the company took the initiative to create a
badge, sexism at the company must be a problem. Future research should measure this concern
by asking specific questions to participants about why they believe the company adopted an
evidence-based policy – for example, is the decision perceived as reactive (e.g., responding to a
specific instance or culture of sexism) or proactive (e.g., anticipating ways to create warmer
climates)?
A third limitation of this study is that not enough participants were recruited to ensure
adequate power for the statistical analyses of interest. To that end, a replication study with an
adequate sample size to be able to detect a medium effect size for an F-test should be conducted.
Finally, the current study limited its scope to studying the impact of injunctive norms;
however, future research should also test the effect of descriptive norms. While injunctive norms
characterize what is accepted or what one ought to do, descriptive norms characterize what
others typically do in social context (White et al., 2009). A previous iteration of this study
attempted to study the impact of descriptive social norms (vs. injunctive social norms) on
women’s perceptions of climate and organizational tolerance of sexism. Participants were shown
a descriptive norm policy (with a corresponding badge) that read, “We have a no tolerance policy
for sex discrimination. So far, over 65% of our employees have displayed this badge (developed
by our Executive Team) around their work area to show their commitment to workspaces,
programs, and activities that are free of sex discrimination.” The injunctive norm policy was the
same used in the present study. Interestingly, participants who read the descriptive norm policy
rated the company lower in interpersonal justice (Mdiff=0.36, p=.05) and fair leadership
(Mdiff=0.50, p=.02) compared to participants who read the injunctive norm policy. It may be the
case that participants associated a descriptive (vs. injunctive) norm with a relatively “chillier”
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climate because people perceived 65% to be too a low percentage. Prior research has found
evidence for a “tipping point” of approximately 25% of a population required to successfully
initiate social change (e.g., to get people to adopt a social convention; Centola et al., 2018), but
this number may vary as a function of both the setting and the type of behavior expressed in the
norm. In this case, the 65% of people who display the badge may not be as influential as the
remaining 35% who, theoretically, choose not to. In sum, further investigation is needed to a)
establish the effect of descriptive organizational norms on perceptions of climate and sexism (as
well as the combined effects of descriptive and injunctive norms), and b) explore the numerical
“tipping point” to perceive a (positive or negative) organizational norm around sexism.
Conclusion
Study 1b examined whether sex discrimination policies provide cues to women about an
organization’s climate and tolerance of sexism. Women believed that a company would be more
inclusive of women and take sexism allegations more seriously when it had a sex discrimination
policy that described a company-wide badge initiative to demonstrate support for sexism-free
workspaces. Reading about this badge did not lead women to perceive more of an injunctive
norm at the company, nor did women believe the company would be more diverse, just, or have
more fair leadership compared when it had a standard non-discrimination policy. In sum,
including an organizational norm in company policy has a significant, but limited, effect on
perceptions of climate. The policy may, however, have greater utility when used in conjunction
with other policies – ones that ensure the policy moves beyond “lip service.”
A final aspect of organizational policies that may confer greater perceived organizational
warmth is the use of a proactive method to reduce barriers to reporting sexism. Thus, Study 1c
tests the effect of policies that include varying levels of transparency in their action plan for
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reporting and handling misconduct on women’s perceptions of organizational climate and
perceived tolerance of sexism at a company.
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Study 1c: Procedural Transparency for Reporting
Study 1c tests the hypothesis that a company with greater procedural transparency (with
respect to handling claims of sexism) will be perceived as having a warmer organizational
climate and lower tolerance of sexism. Recall that only a fraction (approximately 25%) of sexist
incidents are reported in the workplace (NASEM, 2018). Women and bystanders cite numerous
reasons for not reporting, including fear of retaliation, fear of interpersonal rejection or
ostracism, fear of being dismissed as overreacting, or fear of being seen as simply trying to
further one’s own self-interest (Becker, Zawadzki, Shields, 2014; NASEM, 2018, Pershing,
2003). I predict that ensuring procedural transparency– via establishing and communicating a
clear set of steps that companies will commit to following for each report, regardless of who is
involved or the context – may alleviate concerns about reporting and engender more positive
perceptions of company’s climate. Participants were randomly assigned to read (a) a policy with
specifically stated procedures the organization would take to address reports of sex
discrimination (transparent policy); (b) a policy that vaguely alluded to procedures that the
organization would take (non-transparent policy); or (c) a standard, EEOC-based nondiscrimination policy (standard policy). I predicted that the transparent policy – but not the nontransparent policy – would lead to warmer perceptions of climate (diversity, inclusion, justice,
and leadership) and lower perceived tolerance of sexism, compared to a standard policy.
Method
Power Analyses
An a priori power analysis for a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) using
G*Power 3 (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996) revealed a minimum sample size of 156 to detect
a main effect (η2=.05, α= 0.05, 80% power) of policy type on perceptions of organizational
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climate (diversity, inclusion, justice, and leadership). Accounting for an approximate 25%
attrition rate, I aimed to recruit a minimum of 195 participants.
Participants and Design
Women at least 18 years of age and living in the U.S. were recruited from Prolific
Academic and compensated $2.00 for the approximate 15 minutes it took to complete the survey.
Of the 219 participants recruited, six chose not to provide informed consent and five were
automatically timed-out by Prolific for going over the maximum allotted survey time (52
minutes), resulting in 208 cases to be manually reviewed. Of these, 47 (23%) were removed prior
to data analysis for incorrectly answering the final manipulation check question at the end of the
survey. An additional person was removed because he indicated “man” as his gender identity.
The final sample included 160 (48-56 per condition) self-identified women. A sensitivity
analysis indicated that an effect size of η2=.05 was able to be detected with 80% power. In the
final sample, 11 people self-identified as Black or African American (6.9%), 26 as Asian
(16.3%), 5 as Latina/x or Hispanic (3.1%), and 110 as White (68.8%). The remainder of
participants identified as American Indian or Native American (1), Middle Eastern (1), some
other race (5), or did not wish to be identified (1). Participants reported an average age of 32
years old (SDage=12), with a range of 18 to 72.
Participants reported the following employment statuses: employed part-time (N=22;
13.8%) or full-time (N=61; 38.1%), unemployed and looking for work (N=19; 11.9%),
unemployed and not looking for work (N=4; 2.5%), retired (N=5; 3.1%), student (N=31; 19.4%),
unable to work (N=2; 1.3%), homemaker (N=13; 8.1%), or some other work (N=3; 1.9%).
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Procedure
The procedure for Study 1c was identical to that used in Study 1a. Again, the dependent
variables used were the same, while the independent variable (the policy condition) differed.
Participants read a recruitment flyer from an organization (Appendix A), which included either: a
standard non-discrimination policy (“standard” condition), a policy that includes vaguely stated
procedures for handling sex discrimination (“non-transparent” condition), or a policy that
includes specifically stated procedures for handling sex discrimination (“transparent” condition).
The non-transparent and transparent policy conditions also included a no tolerance policy for sex
discrimination. The policies read:
Standard Policy. The law forbids discrimination when it comes to any aspect of
employment, including hiring, firing, pay, job assignments, promotions, layoff, training, fringe
benefits, and any other term or condition of employment.
Non-Transparent Policy. We have a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination. Our
action plan for sex discrimination was developed by specialists and approved by our Executive
Board. It consists of several procedures used by the company to handle cases of misconduct.
Transparent Policy. We have a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination. Our action
plan for sex discrimination was developed by specialists and approved by our Executive Board.
It consists of several procedures used by the company to handle cases of misconduct. These
include launching an investigation for all reports within 14 days, providing involved parties with
an independent representative, and ensuring confidentiality and protection from retaliation.
After reading the policy, participants responded to a battery of questionnaires to
perceptions of organizational climate, organizational tolerance of sexism, and organizational
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schemas, barriers to reporting, and norms. Participants also provided socio-demographic
information.
Measures
Study 1c used the same measures described in Study 1a (see Appendix B).
Results
Correlations among Dependent Variables
Table 7 includes the means and standard deviations for each of the climate and sexism
dependent variables, as well as the correlations among variables. The statistical significance of
correlations was interpreted using a Bonferroni-adjusted p-value (p<.007). Each of the climate
variables (gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and leadership) were significantly
correlated with perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexism: warmer climates were
negatively correlated with sexism occurrence and positively correlated with perceptions that
sexism would be reported and taken seriously.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Climate
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to test whether the
policies significantly influenced participant’s perceptions of organizational climate (Table 8).
Gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and leadership were included as dependent
variables in the analysis. Using Pillai’s Trace, there was a significant effect of policy condition
on perceptions of organizational climate, V=0.14, F(8,310)=2.97, p=.003, η2=.07. The partial eta
squared value indicates a medium effect size.
Separate univariate ANOVAs, reported below, revealed a significant effect of policy
condition on perceptions of gender diversity, justice, and leadership. However, perceptions of
inclusion of women did not differ as a function of policy (F(2,157)=1.60, p=.21). The means and
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standard deviations for the organizational climate variables (gender diversity, inclusion of
women, justice, and leadership) by policy condition are reported in Table 8.
To correct for multiple comparisons, the planned contrasts for gender diversity, justice,
and leadership were interpreted for statistical significance at p<.025 (.05 divided by the number
of planned contrasts, 2). The post-hoc tests reported use a Bonferroni-adjusted p-value,
interpreted for statistical significance at p<.05.
Gender Diversity. The one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of policy
condition on women’s perceptions of gender diversity, F(2,157)=5.16, p=.007, η2=.06). Planned
contrasts revealed that participants who read the transparent policy rated the organization as
more gender diverse than those who read the standard policy (Mdiff=0.64, t(157)=3.18, p=.002,
d=0.60). Perceptions of gender diversity did not significantly vary between the non-transparent
and transparent policies (Mdiff=0.24, p=.25) nor between the non-transparent and standard
policies (Mdiff=0.40, p=.18).
Justice. The univariate ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of policy type
(F(2,157)=3.05, p=.05, η2=.04) on perceptions of justice. Planned comparisons for policy type
revealed that an organization with a transparent policy was seen as more just than one with the
standard policy (Mdiff=0.36, p=.02, d=0.46). The company with the non-transparent policy did
not significantly differ from either the standard or transparent policy in perceptions of justice.
To test the effect of the policy on individual subscales of justice, a 3 (between subjects:
policy type) × 4 (within subjects: justice type) mixed model ANOVA was conducted. Mauchly’s
Test of Sphericity was significant (p<.001), suggesting a violation of the assumption of
sphericity; therefore, all statistics are interpreted and reported with appropriate corrections
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(Greenhouse-Geisser correction for omnibus F and Bonferroni and Games-Howell corrections
for post-hoc analyses).
A main effect of justice type (F(2.7,427.5)=25.35, p<.001, η2=.14) was observed, such
that that perceptions of interpersonal justice were significantly higher than procedural,
distributive, or informational justice (all ps<.001), regardless of policy type. The main effects
were qualified by a significant policy × justice interaction (F(5.4,427.5)=3.35, p=.004, η2=.04).
The transparent policy resulted in higher justice ratings compared to the standard policy for both
interpersonal (Mdiff=0.40, p=.04, d=0.46) and procedural justice (Mdiff=0.47, p=.02, d=0.52). The
non-transparent policy did not significantly differ from the other two policy conditions for either
interpersonal or procedural justice. A different pattern of results emerged for distributive and
informational justice. Perceptions of distributive justice were similar, regardless of policy
conditions (all ps non-significant). Finally, an organization with a transparent policy was rated
significantly higher in informational justice than one with a non-transparent (Mdiff=0.44, p=.02,
d=0.55) or standard policy (Mdiff=0.46, p=.007, d=0.58).
Leadership. A univariate ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of policy type
(F(2,157)=10.20, p<.001, η2=.12) on perceptions of leadership. Planned comparisons indicated
that the transparent policy (vs. standard policy) led to stronger beliefs that leadership would be
fair and committed to a diverse environment (Mdiff=0.69, t(157)=4.51, p<.001, d=0.85). The nontransparent policy did not significantly differ from the standard policy (Mdiff=0.37, p=.06) or
transparent policy (Mdiff=0.32, p=.05) with respect to leadership perceptions.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
To test whether the policies influenced women’s beliefs about whether overt and subtle
sexism would (a) occur; (b) be reported; and (c) be taken seriously if reported, I ran three
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separate 3 (Policy Condition: Standard, Non-Transparent, Transparent) × 2 (Sexism Type:
Subtle, Overt) mixed model ANOVAs, with policy condition as the between-subjects variable
and sexism type as the repeated measures variable (Figure 4). Reported post-hoc tests use a
Bonferroni-adjusted p-value, interpreted for statistical significance at p<.05. The means and
standard deviations for the sexism variables by policy condition are reported in Table 9.
Occurrence. Analyses revealed a main effect of policy (F(2,157)=4.73, p=.01, η2=.06).
This was driven by a significant difference between the transparent and standard policy
conditions. Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc tests revealed that participants who read the transparent
policy (vs. standard policy) believed sexism would be less likely to occur at the company (Mdiff
=.68, p=.008, d=0.57). The non-transparent policy condition did not significantly differ from
either the standard or the transparent policy in ratings.
Analyses also revealed a main effect of sexism type (F(1,157)=99.31, p<.001, η2=.39).
Participants believed that overt sexism is less likely to occur than subtle sexism, Mdiff =0.68,
p<.001, d=0.79. Finally, the main effects were qualified by a marginally significant policy
× sexism type interaction (F(2,157)=2.99, p=.05, η2=.04). The transparent policy reduced
perceptions of overt sexism compared to a standard policy (Mdiff =0.85, p=.002, d=0.65), but did
not reduce perceptions of subtle sexism (Mdiff =.52, p=.07).
Reporting. Analyses revealed a main effect of policy on perceptions of reporting
(F(2,157)=4.51, p=.01, η2=.05); participants believed sexism would be more likely to be reported
in an organization with a transparent policy compared to an organization with a standard policy
(Mdiff =0.69, p=.01, d=0.56). Analyses also revealed a main effect of sexism type,
F(1,157)=105.93, p<.001, η2=.40. Women believe that overt sexism was more likely to be
reported than subtle sexism (Mdiff =0.86, p<.001, d=0.82). The main effects were qualified by a
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significant policy × sexism type interaction, F(2,157)=3.01, p=.05, η2=.04. Bonferroni-adjusted
post-hoc tests revealed that, for subtle sexism, the transparent policy did not increase the
likelihood of reporting compared to a standard policy (Mdiff =0.46, p=.20). For overt sexism,
however, this comparison reached significance: women were more likely to believe that overt
sexism would be reported in an organization with a transparent policy compared to a standard
policy, Mdiff =0.92, p=.001, d=0.69.
Taken Seriously. Analyses revealed a significant main effect of policy condition,
F(2,157)=10.00, p<.001, η2=.11, and a significant main effect of sexism type, F(1,157)=85.53,
p<.001, η2=.35. Women believed that sexism would be more likely to be taken seriously in an
organization with a transparent policy compared to an organization with a standard policy (Mdiff
=1.03, p<.001, d=0.86). Additionally, women believed that overt sexism would be more likely
to be taken seriously than subtle sexism (Mdiff =0.67, p<.001, d=0.73). The sexism × policy
condition interaction was non-significant (F(2,157)=2.24, p=.11).
Taken together, the above results highlight the benefit of procedural transparency in sex
discrimination policies. A transparent policy – one that explicitly stated the procedures an
organization would take to address sexism allegations – not only positively affected perceptions
of climate but also lowered perceived tolerance of sexism at the organization. Specifically,
women believed that the company would be more gender diverse, just, and have more fair
leadership. Women also believed that sexism would be less likely to occur and more likely to be
reported (effects driven primarily by overt sexism), and that sexism claims would be taken more
seriously by leadership. Next, a set of exploratory analyses examined whether the transparent
policy led to greater perceived inclusion and diversity of other groups (e.g., racial/ethnic
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minorities) and whether the policy affected individual schemas of sexism, perceived barriers to
reporting, and perceived organizational norms.
Exploratory Variables
Organizational Climate for Other Groups. Exploratory analyses were conducted to
test whether the norm policy improved women’s perceived inclusion and diversity of other
minoritized groups.
Diversity: Other Groups. A MANOVA was conducted to explore whether the policy that
participants read influenced perceptions of general diversity, diversity with respect to
race/ethnicity, and diversity with respect to sexual orientation. The effect of policy condition on
perceptions of diversity was significant, V=0.10, F(6,312)=2.86, p=.01, η2=.05. Separate
univariate ANOVAs revealed a significant main effect of policy type for general diversity
(F(2,157)=5.29, p=.006, η2=.06) and diversity with respect to sexual orientation (F(2,157)=6.41,
p=.002, η2=.08). Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analyses revealed that, for general diversity,
participants viewed an organization with the transparent policy as more diverse than an
organization with the standard policy (Mdiff=0.68, p=.005, d=.64). For diversity with respect to
sexual orientation, participants viewed both an organization with the transparent policy
(Mdiff=0.73, p=.003, d=0.63) and with a non-transparent policy (Mdiff=0.60, p=.027, d=.51) as
more diverse than an organization with a standard policy. None of the other comparisons reached
statistical significance. This suggests that the transparent policy not only influenced perceptions
of gender diversity, but also perceptions of overall diversity and diversity with respect to other
minoritized groups. The policies appeared to marginally influence perceptions of diversity with
respect to race and ethnicity; however, this analysis did not reach full statistical significance
(p=.073).
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Inclusion: Other Groups. A MANOVA was conducted to explore whether the policies
influenced perceptions of overall inclusion, inclusion for men, inclusion with respect to
race/ethnicity, and inclusion with respect to sexual orientation. The analysis revealed a nonsignificant effect of policy type, V=0.09, F(8,310)=1.73, p=.09.
Gender and Racial Minority Representation. A one-way ANOVA to test whether the
policies influenced participants beliefs about the percentage of women at the company revealed a
significant effect of policy, F(2,157)=6.39, p=.002, η2=.075. An organization with the
transparent policy (M=47.0, SD=11.2) was expected to have a greater percentage of women
employees than an organization with the standard policy (M=39.5, SD=10.3; p=.002, d=0.69).
The percentage for the non-transparent policy (M=43.8, SD=11.9) did not significantly differ
from the other two policies. A second one-way ANOVA revealed that the policies did not
significant affect participant’s perceptions of racial minority representation at the company,
F(2,157)=0.77, p=.46.
In contrast to Studies 1a and 1b, the current study found initial evidence for the effect of
policy on perceived climate for other groups. Specifically, participants believed a company with
a procedurally transparent policy would be more diverse, both overall and with respect to the
LGBTQ+ community. Perceptions of inclusion for other groups, however, did not differ by
policy condition. A final set of analyses explored the effect of policy type on participants’
individually held schemas of sexism as well as their perceptions of barriers to reporting and
norms at the company.
Schemas of Sexism. To test whether the policies influenced organizational schemas of
sexism, I ran a 3 (Policy Condition) × 2 (Sexism Type) mixed model ANOVA. The analysis
revealed a significant main effect of sexism type, F(1,157)=357.87, p<.001, η2=.70, which was
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qualified by a significant policy × sexism interaction, F(2,157)=3.56, p=.03, η2=.04. Overt
sexism was equally likely to be endorsed as sex discrimination regardless of policy condition (all
ps non-significant). An unexpected effect appeared for subtle sexism: participants who read the
transparent policy were less likely to endorse subtle sexism as sex discrimination, compared to
the standard policy (Mdiff=1.00, p=.03, d=0.46). This highlights an unintended consequence of
using a policy that states clear and actionable steps a company will take in response to sexism
claims (e.g., protection from retaliation and appointing independent representatives) – women
may not believe that subtle sexism is “serious” enough to justify those actions. Finally, across all
policy types, overt forms of sexism were more strongly endorsed as examples of sex
discrimination than subtle forms of sexism (Mdiff =2.65, p<.001, d=1.50). The main effect of
policy condition was not significant, F(2,157)=1.30, p=.28.
Barriers to Reporting. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test whether policies had a
significant effect on women’s perceptions of barriers to reporting sexism. The analysis found a
significant main effect of policy type, F(2,157)=27.51, p<.001, η2=.40. Bonferroni post-hoc
analyses revealed that the transparent policy led to fewer perceived barriers to reporting
compared to the non-transparent policy (Mdiff=0.76, p<.001, d=0.84) and the standard policy
(Mdiff=1.32, p<.001, d=1.52). Though the transparent policy was most effective in reducing
perceived barriers, a company with a non-transparent policy was still seen as having fewer
barriers to reporting than a company with a standard policy (Mdiff=0.57, p=.008, d=0.54). This
suggests that the evidence-based, transparent policy served its intended purpose—to reduce
concerns around reporting, and as a result, boost reporting for those who have experienced or
witnessed discrimination in the workplace.
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Organizational Norms. A 3 (Policy Condition) × 2 (Norm Type: descriptive, injunctive)
ANOVA was conducted to test the impact of the policies on participants’ perceptions of
organizational norms. The ANOVA revealed a main effect of policy condition, F(2,157)=10.57,
p<.001, η2=.12, and a main effect of norm type, F(1,157)=191.52, p<.001, η2=.55. Regardless of
policy condition, participants were more likely to perceive an injunctive norm than a descriptive
norm. Compared to the standard policy, both the transparent (Mdiff=16.38, p<.001, d=0.97) and
non-transparent (Mdiff=11.03, p=.01, d=0.55) policies increased perceived organizational norms.
Discussion
Study 1c provides evidence that procedural transparency in sex discrimination policies
leads to warmer perceived climates – and lower perceived tolerance of sexism – at an
organization. Participants believed that a company would be more gender diverse, just, and have
more fair leadership when the policy described specific steps the company would take to address
allegations of sexism, compared to a standard non-discrimination policy. Interestingly, in
contrast to Studies 1a and 1b, the four justice subscales operated differently in response to the
policy conditions. In line with my predictions, the transparent policy – but not the nontransparent policy – led to greater perceptions of interpersonal and procedural justice compared
to the standard policy. All three policies were rated differently with respect to informational
justice. An organization with a non-transparent policy was rated higher in informational justice
than one with a standard discrimination policy; and an organization with a transparent policy was
rated higher in informational justice than both the non-transparent and standard policies. This
makes sense, given that the policies purposely increased (from standard to non-transparent to
transparent) in the amount of “information” they each disclosed. Perceptions of distributive
justice did not differ among policy conditions, meaning that women did not believe a transparent
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policy would lead to increased fairness in how resources were allocated among employees. This
aligns with prior research that has found that each subscale of justice uniquely predicts
organizational outcomes (see Colquitt et al., 2001) – a finding which, based on the present study,
appears to also extend to hypothetical evaluations of organizations.
The transparent policy also led to lowered perceived organizational tolerance of sexism,
compared to a standard non-discrimination policy. Women believed that overt sexism would be
less likely to occur, and more likely to be reported and taken seriously, at an organization with a
transparent policy. The policy also led to perceptions that subtle sexism would be more likely to
be taken seriously—but interestingly, did not affect beliefs about occurrence or reporting. Why
might the transparent policy fail to increase reporting of subtle sexism? Despite perceiving fewer
barriers to reporting sexism overall, women who read the transparent policy were also less likely
to endorse subtle sexism as an example of sex discrimination. It may be that reading a set of
formal procedures for reporting sexism led women to believe that subtle sexism would not be
serious or clear enough to justify these steps. In other words, the “punishment” may not be seen
as fitting the “crime.” This highlights an unintentional consequence of the transparent policy –
one which could be mitigated by concurrently reinforcing a broad definition (e.g.,
acknowledging overt and subtle types) of sex discrimination.
Other exploratory analyses shed light on the broader utility of a transparent policy.
Interestingly, both the transparent and non-transparent policies elicited stronger perceptions of
descriptive and injunctive organizational norms. Women believed that a greater number of
employees would approve of and engage in behaviors to address sex discrimination when the
organization had set procedures for handling claims—regardless of whether these exact
procedures were spelled out or not. The transparent policy not only affected perceptions of
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gender diversity and perceived numerical representation of women, but also perceptions of
diversity for other groups. Women believed that a company would be more diverse overall, and
more diverse with respect to sexual orientation, when it had a transparent policy. This effect did
not extend to the diversity of minoritized racial/ethnic groups, nor did it extend to any aspect of
inclusion for other groups.
As previously mentioned, the transparent policy led to weaker beliefs that instances of
subtle sexism were examples of sex discrimination. And though the transparent policy led to
greater perceived reporting for overt forms of sexism, this not the case for subtle forms of
sexism. Future studies might examine whether simultaneously including a broad definition of
sexism (like that used in Study 1a) with the transparent policy for reporting will led to stronger
beliefs that subtle sexism is an example of discrimination and lead to greater reporting for this
type of sexism. This is explored in Study Group 2, which combines all three of the policies tested
in Study Group 1 into a single evidence-based policy.
Conclusion
Study 1c demonstrates that transparency, with respect to reporting and handling sexism
claims, in policies leads to warmer perceptions of organizational climate – and lower perceived
tolerance toward sexism – compared to a standard non-discrimination policy. Women who read
the transparent policy believed that a company would be more gender diverse, just, and have
more fair leadership. Moreover, transparency in sex discrimination policies led to lowered
perceived occurrence of overt sexism, greater perceived reporting of overt sexism, and greater
likelihood that claims of both subtle and overt sexism would be taken seriously by leadership.
The transparent policy also led to positive perceptions of descriptive and injunctive norms at a
company and reduced perceived barriers to reporting sexism. At the same time, the transparent
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policy lessened the endorsement of subtle forms of sexism as sex discrimination—a potential
downside of the policy which may be ameliorated by also including a broad definition of sexism.
Taken together, Study 1c sheds light on the importance of establishing, and publicly committing
to, clear procedures for handling misconduct at an organization.
Study 1 General Discussion
Study 1 established a causal effect of organizational policies on women’s perceptions of
organizational climate and tolerance of sexism. Across three sub-studies, I found that evidencebased policies – those rooted in psychological theory, and now, empirically tested – lead to
“warmer” perceived climates. Not all policies led to the same outcomes, however. Each policy,
when separately tested, influenced different aspects of organizational climate and perceived
tolerance of sexism. The explicit acknowledgement of subtle forms of sexism in a policy lead to
greater perceptions of inclusion of women and beliefs that sexism would be more likely to be
reported and taken seriously (Study 1a). The use of an injunctive norm, communicated via a
company badge initiative, led to greater perceived inclusion of women at the company, and
perceptions that allegations of sexism would be taken more seriously (Study 1b). A policy that
ensured transparency in procedures for reporting sexism was perhaps most effective of the three
– women believed that the organization would be more gender diverse, just, and have more fair
leadership; and women believed that sexism, overall, would less be less likely to occur and more
likely to be reported and taken seriously (Study 1c).
This work has several theoretical and practical implications. To the best of my
knowledge, this is the first empirical study to demonstrate the effect of sex discrimination
policies on individual’s perceptions of organizational climate. This research demonstrates that
policies have the potential to affect not only discrimination-related perceptions for women (e.g.,
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whether sexism will be tolerated at an organization), but also broader aspects of organizational
climate – including diversity, inclusion, justice, and leadership – that have been shown to be
important for women’s psychological safety in an organization. Though the scope of Study 1 was
limited to measuring perceptions of organizational climate, Studies 2 and 3 extend the model to
explore downstream effects of evidence-based sex discrimination policies on women’s perceived
safety, performance, and participation.
With respect to practice, the current studies first and foremost highlight the benefit of
creating a separate set of workplace policies specific to sex discrimination and making them
available to prospective and current employees (e.g., via a company website or marketing
materials). Moreover, organizations should work in consultation with legal and human resources
(HR) experts to develop policies that go above and beyond a simple re-statement of federal or
state law. But what makes an effective policy? Existing scholarship suggests that policies and
procedures should be proactive, informational, and above all, communicate a visible stance by
organizational leadership (Gruber, 1998; Pryor, LaVite, & Stoller, 1993).
Drawing from these principles, the present work highlights specific policies that
organizations can use to encourage warmer, bias-free climates. First, having a no tolerance
policy for sex discrimination is essential. Though not tested as a separate element in the current
study, extant literature has demonstrated the effectiveness of a no tolerance policy in reducing
sexual harassment, gender discrimination, and other related behaviors (Eaton & Jacobson et al.,
2018; Gruber, 1998; Offermann & Malamut, 2002). Organizations should also, when possible,
adopt policies that (a) communicate a “broad” definition of sexism – that is, one that
encompasses all forms of sexism; (b) establish a positive behavioral norm with respect to
tolerance of sexism; and (c) establish a set of clear, defined procedures for handling sexism.
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Of course, it is equally important that organizations adopt, communicate, and enforce
policies in a way that makes sense for their workplace. In other words, companies should be
aware that a company policy is not a panacea for, say, reaching their desired diversity and
inclusion goals – it must be buttressed with corresponding action and intentions to create
meaningful, sustainable change. Women may be especially attuned to groundless expressions of
support in the post-#MeToo Movement period. During this time, many companies issued
statements of solidarity and pledged to do better with respect to sex discrimination and
harassment – initiatives that ultimately failed to lead to long-term change. A research study
conducted two years after the #MeToo movement found that fewer women reported sexual
coercion and unwanted sexual attention following the movement, but rates of gender harassment
increased, indicating a potential backlash effect (Johnson et al., 2019). That women continue to
experience gender harassment and discrimination in their professional lives – despite increased
attention around these issues – suggests that policies, and other organizational initiatives, do not
always fulfill their intended purpose.
Above all, organizations should be mindful that their policies and actions need to be
consistent, as a misalignment can be detrimental (Pryor, Lavite, & Stoller, 1993). For example, a
mismatch between a company’s diversity statement and their actual diversity – say, in the case of
a company that claims to value gender diversity but only has one woman on their board – leads
to lower perceptions of behavioral integrity, and as a result, reduces employer attractiveness
(Windscheid et al., 2016). Likewise, a leader may publicly support a policy that condemns
discriminatory behaviors, but then privately practice them, resulting in increased tension and
feelings of injustice among employees (Pryor et al., 1993). Simply borrowing language that has
shown to be effective in policies, without enforcement or buy-in from leaders, will result in yet
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another “lip service” policy. Instead, a policy should be enforced consistently and fairly, across
all employees and levels of an organization.
Limitations and Future Directions
In the present studies, I was interested specifically in the assumptions women may make
about an organization’s climate based on its policies. But the relationship between organizational
policies and climate is likely not one-directional. In other words, thoughtful sex discrimination
policies may lead to warmer climates, but at the same time, warmer climates (e.g., those
characterized by a high representation of women in leadership) likely lead to more thoughtful
policies. For instance, an HR study of approximately 60,000 employees in the U.S. and U.K.
found that employees at women-led companies were more satisfied overall with work-fromhome policies compared to men-led companies (Castrillon, 2019). So, while I can conclude that
reading an evidence-based sex discrimination policy leads women to perceive warmer climates, I
cannot conclude that the policies themselves engender a warmer climate. The observed results
may instead reflect that people expect women-friendly policies to be enacted by diverse,
inclusive, and equitable organizations.
In addition, the generalizability of this work should be considered. Though this study
demonstrates that women use information contained in policies to form impressions of a
company, a limitation of this work is that it assesses participants’ imagined or hypothetical views
of an organization, rather than their actual experiences with an organization. As a result, the
generalizability of these findings to an actual workplace setting is limited. Future studies should
employ a design in which participants receive, and respond to, an actual policy from a current or
prospective employer.
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Though I explored the effect of policies on barriers to reporting, perceived norms in an
organization, and individual schemas of sexism, future studies should aim to understand how
they relate to perceptions of perceived tolerance of sexism. Moreover, these variables may also
function as mediators or moderators of the relationship between an organizational policy and
sexism perceptions. For instance, it may be the case that an evidence-based policy leads to lower
perceived barriers to reporting, which in turn, increases reporting of sexism. As another example,
an evidence-based policy may increase perceived norms around sexism at an organization,
thereby leading to stronger beliefs that leadership will take sexism claims seriously.
A strength of Study Group 1 is that it tested the separate effect of each policy (broad
definition, injunctive norm, transparent reporting plan) on women’s perceptions of organizational
climate and tolerance of sexism. Each individual policy was able to shift at least some aspects of
the measured dependent variables, but might they be even more effective in conjunction? Study
Group 2 explores this possibility and extends the model to test the effect of a single, combined
evidence-based policy on women’s perceptions of psychological identity safety – including
anticipated trust, belonging, and bias – via perceptions of climate and tolerance of sexism. In
other words, does a company’s sex discrimination policy affect women’s beliefs about how they
expect to be treated at a company?
Finally, as previously mentioned, it is important for a company’s policies and behaviors
to align. Recent work on diversity dishonesty – the belief that an organization is falsely
characterizing its actual diversity (e.g., via employer recruitment materials) – demonstrates that
greater perceived diversity dishonesty leads to lowered identity safety (i.e., greater concerns
about fitting in and performing well) among minoritized racial and ethnic groups (Wilton et al.,
2020). Drawing from this paradigm, Study Group 2 tests the effect of sex discrimination policies
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on beliefs about an organization’s authenticity –beliefs that a company’s stated commitment to
combating sexism reflects the company’s actual treatment of women employees. The extent to
which an organization is seen as authentic with respect to its policies, should reflect its ability to
engender warmer climates and bolster identity safety for women employees.
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CHAPTER THREE
Study Group 2
Study Group 2 aims to (a) test the influence of sex discrimination policies on women’s
identity safety – comprised of trust, belonging, and bias expectations – in a work context (Study
2a) and an academic context (Study 2b); and (b) test whether perceptions of organizational
climate and tolerance of sexism mediate a causal relationship between an evidence-based policy
and improved identity safety. Study Group 2 uses an evidence-based policy that combines each
of the components tested in Studies 1a, 1b, and 1c – a broad definition of sexism, a norm related
to sexism, and a procedurally transparent reporting plan – and compares it to a legal-based sex
discrimination policy (Study 2a) and/or a standard non-discrimination policy (Studies 2a and 2b).
The studies aim to demonstrate that an evidence-based sex discrimination policy will lead to
greater perceptions of anticipated belonging and trust in an organization and lowered perceptions
of anticipated bias. In addition, I explore the extent to which policies are seen as authentic,
defined as the belief that the company’s commitment to discrimination is honestly stated and
reflects actual practices and procedures (Wilton et al., 2020).
Study 2a: Effect of an Evidence-Based Policy on Women’s Identity Safety in a Workplace
Study 2a tests the hypothesis that an evidence-based policy – one that has a broad
definition of sexism, communicates a positive norm around sexism, and ensures procedural
transparency with respect to reporting sexism – will lead to greater identity safety for women in
the context of work. In addition to testing an evidence-based policy against a standard nondiscrimination policy, I also compare its effect to a legal-based sex discrimination policy – a
policy that is similar in length and has a no tolerance policy for sexism, but instead describes
women’s legally protected rights as per the EEOC. In other words, I test whether a company’s
organizational policies confer greater psychological identity safety compared to legal policies.
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Participants were randomly selected to read either: (a) a standard non-discrimination policy; (b) a
legal-based sex discrimination policy that describes women’s federal rights; or (c): an evidencebased sex discrimination policy that includes the three components previously tested in Study
Group 1. I predicted that the evidence-based sex discrimination policy – but not the legal-based
policy – would lead to greater perceived identity safety for women, compared to the standard
non-discrimination policy. In addition, I predicted that perceptions of organizational climate and
tolerance of sexism would mediate the causal relationship between an evidence-based (vs.
standard or legal) policy and perceptions of identity safety.
Method
Power Analyses
An a priori power analysis for an F-test using G*Power 3 (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner,
1996) revealed a minimum sample size of 156 to detect a main effect (η2=.06, α= 0.05, 80%
power) of policy type on perceptions of identity safety (trust, belonging, bias expectations).
Accounting for an approximate 20% attrition rate, I aimed to recruit a minimum of 187
participants.
Participants
Women at least 18 years of age and currently living in the U.S. were recruited from
Prolific Academic and compensated $2.00 for the 15-minute survey. Of the 188 participants
recruited, nine chose not to provide informed consent and four were automatically timed-out by
Prolific for going over the maximum allotted survey time (56 minutes), resulting in 175 cases to
be manually reviewed. An additional 32 participants (18%) were removed prior to data analysis
for incorrectly answering the manipulation check, which appeared at the end of the survey. The
final sample included 143 participants (43-55 per condition) who self-identified as women. A
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sensitivity analysis indicated that an effect size of η2=.06 was able to be detected in the sample
with 80% power.
Five participants self-identified as Black or African American (3.5%), 26 as Asian
(18.2%), 9 as Latina/x or Hispanic (6.3%), and 103 as White (72.0%). The remainder of
participants self-identified as American Indian or Native American (2), Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander (1), Middle Eastern (2), some other race (2), or did not wish to be identified (2).
Participants had the option to choose multiple races/ethnicities; therefore, the total number
represented in the race/ethnicity categories exceeds the total sample size. Participants reported an
average age of 34.7 years (SDage=14.2), with a range of 18 to 77.
Over half of the participants indicated that they were currently working part-time (N=30;
21.0%) or full-time jobs (N=46, 32.2%). The remainder of the sample reported their employment
status as: unemployed and looking for work (16), unemployed and not looking for work (3),
retired (7), student (25), unable to work (2), homemaker (8), or other (6).
Design and Procedure
Participants were recruited for a study that ostensibly examined how people form
impressions of a company based on its job marketing materials. Participants were instructed that
they would first read a company’s job recruitment website page and then answer questions about
the company and what they think their experience would be like if they worked there. After
providing informed consent, participants were randomly assigned to review a website page from
a company (Sandt Consumer Group) that contained either: a general non-discrimination policy
(“standard” policy), a sex discrimination policy that described women’s legal rights related to
sex discrimination under federal law (“legal” policy), or an evidence-based sex discrimination
policy that included the three components tested in Study Group 1 (“evidence-based” policy).
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The latter two policies (legal and evidence-based) also included a no tolerance statement for sex
discrimination. The policies for Study Group 2 are included in Appendix D.
All three policies had the same first paragraph, which read: “This company is an equal
opportunity organization and subscribes to Federal and State laws which forbid discrimination
and harassment because of race, religion, color, sex, nationality, sexual orientation, marital
status, veteran status, disability, or any legally protected group.” The second paragraphs differed
by condition:
Standard Policy. The law forbids discrimination when it comes to any aspect of
employment, including hiring, firing, pay, job assignments, promotions, layoff, training, fringe
benefits, and any other term or condition of employment.
Legal Policy. We have a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination. Sex discrimination
involves treating someone (an applicant or employee) unfavorably because of that person's sex.
The law forbids sex discrimination when it comes to any aspect of employment, including hiring,
firing, pay, job assignments, promotions, layoff, training, fringe benefits, and any other term or
condition of employment. An employment policy or practice that applies to everyone, regardless
of sex, can be illegal if it has a negative impact on the employment of people of a certain sex and
is not job-related or necessary to the operation of the business.
Evidence-Based Policy. We have a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination.
According to our definition, sex discrimination can manifest in subtle or seemingly “friendly”
behaviors (such as the victim being left out of opportunities or assigned tasks outside of their job
description) or as hostile and offensive behaviors (such as the victim being fired or demoted).
Our action plan for sex discrimination was developed by specialists and approved by our
Executive Team. It consists of several procedures used by the company to handle cases of
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misconduct. These include launching an investigation for all reports within 14 days, providing
involved parties with an independent representative, and ensuring confidentiality and protection
from retaliation. We strongly encourage our employees to display this badge (developed by our
Executive Team) around their work area or on their work badges to show their commitment to
workspaces, programs, and activities that are free of sex discrimination.
The rest of the information contained within the webpage was identical across policy
conditions. Immediately after reading the flyer, participants answered a “manipulation reminder”
in which they were presented with a summary of the different components of the company’s
non-discrimination policy and asked to choose which they thought was the most important
component. This served as a manipulation reinforcement to ensure that participants paid
adequate attention to the policy.
Participants then completed a battery of questionnaires to assess perceptions of (a)
organizational climate, including diversity, inclusion, justice, and fair leadership; (b)
organizational tolerance of subtle and overt forms of sexism; (c) identity safety including trust,
belonging, and anticipated bias; (d) schemas of sexism, barriers to reporting sexism, and norms
related to sexism; and (e) authenticity of the organization’s non-discrimination commitment.
Participants also provided social and demographic information (e.g., race and employment
status), which appeared at the end of the survey. A debriefing documented was provided to
participants immediately after participation to explain the full purpose of the study and why
deception (e.g., in the cover story) was necessary. Materials and procedures—for this study, and
all subsequent studies in the study group—were approved by the Institutional Review Board at
Baruch College prior to implementation.
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Measures
A list of study questionnaires for Study Group 2 is included in Appendix E. Individual
items within each questionnaire were randomized when possible.
Manipulation Reinforcement and Check. Immediately after reading the recruitment
flyer, participants responded to a multiple-choice manipulation reinforcement question, “The
following statements all describe the non-discrimination policy at Sandt Consumer Group. In
your opinion, which of the following statements is the most important component of the
company’s non-discrimination policy?” All the answer choices were correct and described
different aspects of the policy. The purpose of this question was to ensure that participants
adequately paid attention to – and actively engaged with – the organization’s policy. Participant
responses to the manipulation reminder question for Study Group 2 are summarized in Appendix
F. At the end of the survey, participants completed a multiple-choice manipulation check
question. They were asked, “Which of the following was the non-discrimination policy of the
organization?” Participants (N=32; 18%) who were not able to accurately recall the policy out of
a list of four multiple choice options were removed from the final dataset.
Organizational Climate. Participants responded to the same organizational climate
questionnaires described in Study 1a (Appendix A), which measured perceptions of diversity,
inclusion, justice, and leadership. Items for each organizational climate variable were measured
on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly Agree, with
higher values indicating more positive perceptions. The organizational climate questionnaires
appeared in counterbalanced order. Participants also rated their perceptions of numerical
representation of women, racial minority, and LGBTQ+ employees in the company (e.g., “What
percentage of employees at this company do you think are in the LGBTQ+ community?”).
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Organizational Tolerance of Sexism. Participants responded to the organizational
tolerance of sexism scale described in Study 1a. Participants read three vignettes that depicted an
instance of subtle sexism and three that depicted an instance of overt sexism. They were then
asked to rate the extent to which the behavior (a) would occur at the organization; (b) be
reported; and (c) be taken seriously if reported. The organizational tolerance ratings were
averaged separately by the type of behavior (whether it would occur, be reported, and be taken
seriously) and type of sexism (overt and subtle), resulting in a total of six separate outcomes:
subtle sexism occurrence, overt sexism occurrence, subtle sexism reporting, overt sexism
reporting, subtle sexism taken seriously, and overt sexism taken seriously.
Organizational Authenticity. To assess perceptions of the company’s authenticity with
respect to non-discrimination policies and procedures, participants responded to a 4-item scale
adapted from Wilton et al.’s (2020) diversity dishonesty measure. Sample items include: “This
organization overstates its actual commitment to non-discrimination” and “Women and other
minority groups are promised more sources of support than is actually provided by the
organization.” Scores were averaged such that higher means indicate less perceived authenticity
(or greater inauthenticity). The scale was found to have good reliability (α = .92).
Identity Safety. To assess psychological identity safety, participants were asked to
imagine themselves as potential employees at the company and to answer questions about their
anticipated trust, belonging, and experiences of bias. Questionnaires were randomized to appear
in counterbalanced order. Participants indicated their responses on a 7-point Likert-type scale
(1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree).
Trust. To assess anticipated trust in the organization, participants responded to a 5-item
questionnaire (adapted from Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008), with sample items “I think I could ‘be
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myself’ at this company” and “I think that my values and the values of this company are very
similar.” Items were averaged such that higher means indicate greater trust in the organization.
The scale was found to have good reliability (α = .96).
Belonging. Participants indicated their anticipated belonging to the organization using an
8-item questionnaire, with sample items, “At this organization, I would feel respected” and
“People in this organization would like me” (Good et al., 2012; Pietri et al., 2019; Walton &
Cohen 2007). Items were averaged such that higher means indicate greater anticipated belonging.
The scale demonstrated high reliability (α = .96).
Bias Expectations. Participants responded to a 2-item scale (adapted from Wilton et al.,
2015) to assess their expectations bias at the organization (e.g., “I think that I would encounter
bias at this company” and “I think that other people at this company would hold biased or
prejudiced views”). Item scores were averaged, with higher means indicating greater anticipated
bias. The scale demonstrated high internal reliability (α = .93).
Schemas, Barriers, and Norms. Participants responded to the same questionnaires
described in Study 1a (Appendix A) to assess perceptions of individual schemas, injunctive and
descriptive norms, and perceived barriers to reporting sexism.
Social and Demographic Information. Participants indicated their age, gender, race,
political affiliation, education level, and which state they currently lived in. They also provided
information on their current employment status.
Results
All analyses in Study Group 2 were conducted with IBM SPSS (Version 27) and R
(Version 3.6.2). The term “significant” used throughout the results section refers to statistical
significance and has been shortened for brevity.
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Correlations among Dependent Variables
Table 10 includes the means and standard deviations for the organizational climate
variables, sexism variables, and identity safety variables and correlations (using Pearson’s r)
among variables. Statistical significance was interpreted using a Bonferroni corrected p-value
(p<.005). Gender diversity, justice, and leadership were each significantly correlated with
perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexism: warmer perceived climates were negatively
correlated with sexism occurrence positively correlated with perceptions that sexism would be
reported and taken seriously. Inclusion of women, the final aspect of climate, was not related to
beliefs that sexism would be reported or taken seriously but was significantly negatively
correlated with perceptions of whether sexism would occur.
Significant associations among the climate and identity safety variable also emerged.
Gender diversity, justice, and leadership were all positively correlated with belonging and trust
and negatively correlated with bias expectations. Finally, statistically significant relationships
among tolerance of sexism and identity safety were observed. Sexism occurrence was negatively
associated with trust and belonging, and positively associated with bias expectations. Sexism
reporting and likelihood of being taken seriously were positively associated with belonging and
trust, and negatively correlated with bias expectations.
Identity Safety: Factor Structure
The factor structure of the 15 identity safety items – including belonging, trust, and bias
expectations – was examined. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used because the primary
purpose was to conduct an initial assessment of whether the three areas of identity safety can be
explained by one underlying factor. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure verified the
sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO=.96, and all the KMO values for individual items
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were greater than .92, which is above the acceptable limit of .50 (Field, 2009). Bartlett’s test of
sphericity indicated that correlations among the items were sufficiently large for factor analysis,
χ²(105)=2504.5, p<.001. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the
data. Only one factor with an eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 emerged, which explained
74.1% of the total variance. All 15 items were retained in this factor, with factor loadings
ranging from .74 to .91.
Effect of Policy on Identity Safety
Because the identity safety items loaded on a single factor, an average of the trust,
belonging, and bias expectations (reverse-coded) items was calculated to create a composite
identity safety variable (α = .97). A one-way ANOVA by policy condition, with planned
comparisons (interpreted for statistical significance at p<.025), was conducted to test the effect
of the policies on women’s overall identity safety (Table 11). The analysis revealed a significant
main effect of policy type on participant ratings of identity safety, F(2,140)=3.89, p=.02, η2=.05.
Participants indicated greater identity safety when they read an evidence-based policy, compared
to either a standard (Mdiff=0.62, t(140)=2.43, p=.02, d=0.50) or a legal policy (Mdiff =0.58,
t(140)=2.30, p=.02, d=0.46). Ratings for the standard and legal policies did not significantly
differ from one another (Mdiff =0.04, ns).
The same pattern held for trust (F(2,140)=3.88, p=.02, η2=.05) and belonging
(F(2,140)=3.60, p=.03, η2=.05) when analyzed as individual variables. Participants who read the
evidence-based policy reported greater anticipated trust than participants who read either the
standard policy (Mdiff =0.71, t(140)=2.45, p=.02, d=0.50) or the legal-based policy (Mdiff =0.65,
t(140)=2.27, p=.03, d=0.46). Similarly, participants who read the evidence-based policy reported
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greater anticipated belonging than those who read the standard policy (Mdiff =0.59, t(140)=2.40,
p=.02, d=0.49) or the legal policy (Mdiff=0.52, t(140)=2.14, p=.03, d=0.43).
A separate univariate ANOVA for bias expectations did not reach statistical significance,
F(2,140)=2.51, p=.09, η2=.04. The means, standard deviations, and significant differences
among policy conditions for the identity safety variables are presented in Table 11.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Climate
Next, I assessed the effect of the policies on perceptions of organizational climate. The
means, standard deviations, and significant differences (using Bonferroni-adjusted p-values)
among policy conditions for perceptions of organizational climate are presented in Table 12.
Policy condition had a significant effect on perceptions of justice (F(2,140)=4.42, p=.01,
η2=.06) and leadership (F(2,140)=6.68, p=.002, η2=.09) at an organization. Women viewed a
company with an evidence-based policy as more just, overall, than one with a legal-based (Mdiff
=0.46, p=.01, d=0.51) or standard policy (Mdiff =0.48, p=.01, d=0.53). The legal and standard
policies did not significant differ from one another (Mdiff =0.02, ns). This pattern was observed
for interpersonal and informational justice. Perceptions of procedural and distributive justice,
however, did not differ among policy conditions. Furthermore, the company – regardless of
policy condition – was rated highest in interpersonal justice, compared to all others (all ps<.001).
In addition, women believed a company with an evidence-based policy would have more
fair leadership, compared to a company with a legal-based (Mdiff =0.60, t(140)=2.90, p=.004,
d=0.58) or a standard policy (Mdiff =0.68, t(140)=3.28, p=.001, d=0.67). The latter two policies
again did not differ from one another (Mdiff =.09, ns). Contrary to my predictions, no statistically
significant effects emerged for perceptions of gender diversity (F(2,140)=1.92, p=.15) or
inclusion of women (F(2,140)=1.39, p=.25) at the company. One reason for this may be that the
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analyses were underpowered to detect a small to medium effect (39% power to detect a
significant effect for gender diversity and 30% for inclusion of women).
Effect of Policy on Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
To test whether the policies influenced women’s beliefs about whether overt and subtle
sexism would (a) occur; (b) be reported; and (c) be taken seriously if reported, I ran three
separate 3 (Policy Condition: Standard, Legal-based, Evidence-based) × 2 (Sexism Type: Subtle,
Overt) mixed model ANOVAs, with policy condition as the between-subjects variable and
sexism type as the repeated measures variable. The means, standard deviations, and significant
differences (using Bonferroni-adjusted p-values) among policy conditions for perceptions of
organizational tolerance of sexism are presented in Table 13 and illustrated in Figure 5.
A significant main effect of policy condition emerged for all three tolerance of sexism
outcomes: beliefs that sexism would occur (F(2,140)=5.97, p=.003, η2=.08), beliefs that sexism
would be reported (F(2,140)=8.78, p<.001, η2=.11), and beliefs that sexism allegations would be
taken seriously (F(2,140)=7.85, p=.001, η2=.10). The evidence-based sex discrimination policy
led to lower perceptions of occurrence of sexism and greater perceptions of reporting and taking
sexism seriously, compared to a company with a legal-based or standard policy. The standard
and legal-based policies did not significantly differ from one another on any of the three
outcomes.
As observed in the prior study group, women believed that overt sexism would be less
likely to occur, more likely to be reported, and more likely to be taken seriously, compared to its
subtle counterpart. The policy × sexism type interaction was non-significant for all three
outcomes, suggesting that the evidence-based policy equally affected perceptions of overt and
subtle sexism.
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The above results demonstrate a clear effect of an evidence-based sex discrimination
policy. As predicted, women not only perceived a warmer organizational climate (with respect to
justice, leadership, and tolerance of sexism) at a company with an evidence-based policy, but
also believed that they would be more psychologically safe there. In the following section, I
examine the causal relationships among an evidence-based policy and perceptions of
organizational climate, organizational tolerance of sexism, and individual identity safety.
Predictors of Identity Safety: Serial Mediation Model
To test the hypothesis that perceptions of climate and sexism mediate the causal
relationship between policy condition and identity safety, a serial mediation model was specified
and run in R with 5,000 bootstrapped samples using the Lavaan package (Figure 6). Because the
legal-based and standard policies did not significantly differ from one another on the climate,
sexism, or identity safety scores, I collapsed the two conditions for the purpose of the
meditational analysis. Therefore, the policy condition predictor variable was coded as
0=standard and legal policies and 1=evidence-based policy. For the analysis, I created a
composite measure of organizational climate by averaging across mean scores for gender
diversity, inclusion for women, justice, and leadership (α = .96), such that higher scores indicated
warmer perceptions of climate. (A confirmatory factor analysis confirmed that the variables fell
on a single factor explaining 64.8% of the total variance). The sexism variable included in the
mediation analysis was calculated by averaging the likelihood of both subtle and overt type
sexism occurring (α = .91).
Policy condition was a significant predictor of identity safety (b=.60, t(142)=2.79,
p=.006). As predicted, the indirect pathway — the effect of policy on identity safety serially
mediated through climate and sexism perceptions — was significant (b=.12, Z=2.26, 95% CI
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[.04, .26], p=.02). In addition, both perceptions of organizational climate (b=.28, Z=2.78, 95% CI
[.10, .50], p=.005) and sexism (b=.17, Z=2.03, 95% CI [.03, .37], p=.04) separately mediated the
relationship between policy and identity safety. After accounting for the mediators, the direct
effect between policy condition and identity safety was non-significant (b=.03, Z=0.87, 95% CI
[-.30, .34], ns), suggesting that the policy-identity safety relationship was fully mediated by
perceptions of climate and sex discrimination.
Exploratory Analyses
Finally, a set of exploratory analyses was conducted to assess whether the evidence-based
policy led to greater perceived diversity and inclusion of other groups and affected individual
schemas of sexism, perceived barriers to reporting, and perceived organizational norms. I also
explored perceived authenticity with respect to each organizational policy.
Perceptions of Authenticity. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test the effect of
the policies on how authentic participants perceived the organization to be about its nondiscrimination policies. The analysis revealed a significant main effect of policy type on
participant ratings of perceived authenticity, F(2,140)=5.79, p=.004, η2=.08. Bonferroni post-hoc
comparisons revealed that the significant effect was due to a difference between the legal and
evidence-based policies: participants rated a company with the legal policy as significantly less
authentic with respect to their non-discrimination policies (M=4.48, SD=1.30) than one with an
evidence-based policy (M=3.55, SD=1.46), t(140)=2.43, p=.02, d=0.50. Ratings in the standard
policy condition (M=4.15, SD=1.37) did not significantly differ from either of the other policies.
Organizational Climate for Other Groups. Exploratory analyses were conducted to
test whether the evidence-based norm policy improved women’s perceived inclusion and
diversity of other minoritized groups.
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Diversity: Other Groups. A MANOVA conducted on participant perceptions of general
diversity, racial/ethnic diversity, and sexual orientation diversity, revealed a non-significant
effect of policy condition (V=0.07, F(6,278)=1.79, p=.10), suggesting that the policy did not
affect perceptions of diversity for other groups.
Inclusion: Other Groups. A MANOVA conducted on perceptions of general inclusion,
inclusion with respect to race/ethnicity, and inclusion with respect to sexual orientation, revealed
a non-significant effect of policy condition (V=0.10, F(8,276)=1.79, p=.08).
Women, Racial Minority, and LGBTQ+ Representation. Did the policies effect people’s
perceptions of the percentage of members represented from different marginalized groups? Oneway ANOVAs revealed a significant effect of policy on women’s perceptions of the numerical
representation of women (F(2,137)=6.63, p=.002, η2=.09) and racial minorities (F(2,138)=3.23,
p=.04, η2=.05) at the company. Participants believed that there would a greater number of
women at a company with an evidence-based policy (M=50, SD=12), compared to one with a
legal (M=42, SD=11, p=.003) or standard policy (M=43, SD=12, p=.02). The significant effect of
policy on perceived representation of racial minorities was caused by a marginal effect between
the standard (M=41, SD=20) and legal policies (M=32, SD=15, p=.06). Perceptions of LGBTQ+
representation did not differ as a function of organizational policy, F(2,138)=2.23, p=.11.
A final set of analyses explored the effect of policy type on participants’ individually held
schemas of sexism as well as their perceptions of barriers to reporting and norms at the company.
Schemas of Sexism. To test whether the policies influenced organizational schemas of
sexism, I ran a 3 (Policy Condition) × 2 (Sexism Type) mixed model ANOVA. As in Study 1,
the analysis revealed a main effect of sexism type, F(1,140)=289.00, p<.001, η2=.67. Women
were more likely to believe overt sexism (M=8.42, SD=1.55) was an example of sex
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discrimination than subtle sexism (M=5.73, SD=2.41, p<.001, d=1.42). The main effect of
policy, and the policy × sexism type interaction, was non-significant, suggesting that policy
condition did not play a role in shaping individual schemas of sexism.
Barriers to Reporting. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test the influence of the
policies on perceived barriers to reporting sexism. A main effect of policy was observed
(F(2,140)=10.83, p<.001, η2=.13), such that women reported fewer barriers to reporting when
the organization had an evidence-based policy (M=2.28, SD=1.06) compared to a legal (M=3.15,
SD=1.07, p=.001, d=.82) or standard policy (M=3.20, SD=1.26, p<.001, d=.81). Perceived
barriers did not differ between the legal and standard policies (Mdiff =.05, ns).
Organizational Norms. A 3 (Policy Condition) × 2 (Norm Type) mixed model ANOVA
tested whether the policies affected perceptions of descriptive and injunctive organizational
norms. The analysis revealed a main effect of policy type, F(2,138)=5.03, p=.008, η2=.07. The
evidence-based policy (M=66, SD=19) led to greater perceived norms around sexism, compared
to the legal policy (M=56, SD=19, p=.04, d=.51) or standard policy (M=54, SD=20, p=.01,
d=.56). The legal policy and standard policy ratings did not significantly differ from one another.
There was also a significant main effect of norm type – participants perceived a stronger
injunctive norm (M=73, SD=20), compared to descriptive norm (M=45, SD=25, p<.001, d=1.25),
regardless of policy condition. The policy × norm interaction was non-significant.
Discussion
Study 2a provides evidence that sex discrimination policies play a role in shaping
women’s expectations of identity safety in the context of work. Specifically, I demonstrate that
use of an evidence-based policy improves women’s overall identity safety, as well as perceived
belonging and trust in an organization, compared to a general non-discrimination policy. The
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evidence-based policy also increased perceived safety compared to a legal-based sex
discrimination policy, suggesting that feelings of psychological safety in a workplace may be
more closely informed by organizational policies and procedures than by federal policies and
procedures. One reason for this may be that the company with a legal-based policy (vs. evidencebased policy) was viewed as less authentic with respect to its non-discrimination policies and
practices. In this context, the perceived inauthenticity stems from an apparent gap between a
company’s stated commitment to non-discrimination and expectations of women’s actual
treatment in the company (Wilton et al., 2019). In other words, women may have believed that
the legal-based policy was used simply to protect the organization (or say, pro forma), rather
than to create a climate of safety for individual employees.
The current study also provided an opportunity to examine the combined effect of the
three policies previously tested in Study Group 1 with respect to perceptions of climate and
tolerance of sexism. The evidence-based policy – which included a broad definition of sexism, a
positive norm for sexism, and transparent procedures - led to warmer perceived climates (with
respect to justice and leadership) and lowered perceived tolerance of sexism. Interestingly,
perceptions of distributive justice – or beliefs that employees will receive resources fairly – was
not affected by the policy condition. This provides further evidence that different aspects of
organizational justice operate separately (Colquitt et al., 2001) — in this context, concerns about
interpersonal, procedural, and informational treatment were more salient than concerns about the
distribution of resources in a fair manner.
With respect to tolerance of sexism, the evidence-based policy led to weaker beliefs that
sexism would occur and stronger beliefs that sexism would be reported and taken seriously,
compared to the other two policy conditions. Interestingly, the standard and legal-based policies

91

performed nearly identically across all six of the sexism outcomes, despite the legal-based policy
being specifically tailored toward sex discrimination and having a no tolerance policy for sexism.
Again, I suggest this likely was due to a lack of perceived organizational authenticity with
respect to the legal-based policy. Another potential explanation is that the legal language used in
this policy led to lowered attention or engagement from the participants, though this was not
tested in the current study.
The evidence-based policy also led to greater perceived norms around sexism at the
organization and fewer perceived barriers to reporting. Despite including a definition of subtle
sexism, however, the evidence-based policy did not broaden individually held schemas of
sexism: participants were equally likely to endorse subtle sexism as a form of sex discrimination,
regardless of which policy condition they read. This demonstrates a potential downside of a
comprehensive evidence-based policy – certain aspects of the policy may not be prominent to
employees because of the length.
The evidence-based policy did not lead to greater perceptions of gender diversity or
inclusion of women (nor for diversity and inclusion of other groups). This was unexpected, given
that two of three policies when separately tested (broad definition and norms) in Study Group 1
led to greater perceived inclusion of women. One reason for this might be that the terms “gender
diversity” and “inclusion of women” are vague and subjective. For example, for one person, the
term “gender diversity” might be interpreted as meaning an equitable ratio of women compared
to men. But for another person, the term might be construed as meaning greater representation of
employees who identify as non-binary or other gender identities.
An evidence-based policy did, however, lead to greater perceived numerical
representation of women (50%), compared to the legal-based (42%) or standard policy (43%).
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Interestingly, the “baseline” representation of women (e.g., in the standard policy condition) was
well below 50%, meaning participants did not expect equal gender representation at the
company. The language describing the company – Sandt Consumer Group – was written to be
seemingly vague and gender-neutral, but participants still perceived the company as having more
men overall. And, though the evidence-based policy boosted the perceived percentage of women,
it only led to perceived equality in gender representation, not a woman-dominated workplace.
Finally, a meditational analysis showed that the effect of policy on perceptions of identity
safety was fully mediated by perceptions of organizational climate and tolerance of sexism. In
other words, women who read about a company with an evidence-based policy believed that the
climate would be more diverse, inclusive, just, and fair, thereby leading to lower tolerance of
sexism. This, in turn, led to greater anticipated belonging to and trust in a company.
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Study 2b: Effect of an Evidence-Based Policy on Women’s Identity Safety in an Academic
Institution
Study 2b tests the hypothesis that an evidence-based policy leads to greater identity
safety for students in the context of an academic institution. Participants (undergraduate students
at a large, public university) were randomly assigned to read either a general non-discrimination
policy or an evidence-based sex discrimination policy that again included the three components
tested in Study Group 1. I predicted that the evidence-based sex discrimination policy would lead
to greater perceived identity safety for women, compared to the standard non-discrimination
policy. In addition, I predicted that perceptions of organizational climate and sexism would
mediate the causal relationship between the evidence-based policy and increased expectations of
identity safety.
Method
An a priori power analysis for an f-test using G*Power 3 (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner,
1996) revealed a minimum sample size of 126 to detect a main effect (η2=.06, α= 0.05, 80%
power) of policy type on perceptions of identity safety. Because I had only one academic
semester to recruit and survey participants, I aimed to get as close to this sample size as possible
within the time allotted.
Participants
Women (N=118) at least 18 years of age and currently living in the U.S. were recruited
from an undergraduate participant pool. Participants received 0.5 course credit for their
participation. Over half of the sample (N=62, 52.5%) were removed for incorrectly answering the
manipulation check question, resulting in a final sample of 56 participants who self-identified as
women. An effect size sensitivity analysis indicated that, given the sample size, an effect size of
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η2=.13 was able to be detected with 80% power. In other words, due to the large loss of data in
the sample, I did not achieve desired power in the analyses to detect a medium effect size.
Of the final sample, 7 participants self-identified their race/ethnicity as Black or African
American (12.5%), 11 as East or Southeast Asian (19.6%), 8 as South Asian (14.3%), 14 as
Latina or Hispanic (25.0%), and 13 as White (23.2%). Two participants indicated they did not
wish to be report their race and four participants indicated they self-identified as some other race.
Participants had the option to choose multiple races/ethnicities; therefore, the total number
represented in the race/ethnicity categories exceeds the total sample size. Participants reported a
mean age of 22.5 years (SDage=5.6), with a range of 18 to 51.
Design and Procedure
Study 2b used a similar design and procedure to Study 2a, but the study manipulations
and questionnaires were modified to fit an academic context, rather than a work context.
Additionally, because this study drew from a smaller participant pool, Study 2b did not use a
legal-policy condition. Participants were recruited for a study that ostensibly examined how
people form impressions of an academic institution based on information contained on their
website. Participants were told they would read a website page belonging to a university and then
answer questions about the university and what they think their experience would be like if they
attended the institution as a student. After providing informed consent, participants were
randomly assigned to view a website page from an academic institution (“LC” College) with
either: a general non-discrimination policy (“standard” policy) or an evidence-based sex
discrimination policy that included the three components described in Study 2a and a no
tolerance statement for sexism (“evidence-based” policy). The website pages participants viewed
are illustrated in Appendix D.
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The first paragraph of the policies read: “This university is an equal opportunity
organization and subscribes to Federal and State laws which forbid discrimination and
harassment because of race, religion, color, sex, nationality, sexual orientation, marital status,
veteran status, disability, or any legally protected group. This policy applies to any student,
employee, or visitor.” The second paragraphs differed by condition:
Standard Policy. The law forbids educational institutions from denying their services or
benefits to students and employees (including paid and unpaid interns) based on any of these
characteristics.
Evidence-Based Policy. We have a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination.
According to our definition, sex discrimination can manifest in subtle or seemingly “friendly”
behaviors (such as the victim being left out of opportunities or assigned tasks outside of their job
description) or as hostile and offensive behaviors (such as the victim being fired or demoted).
Our action plan for sex discrimination was developed by specialists and approved by our
University Leadership Council. It consists of several procedures used by the company to handle
cases of misconduct. These include launching an investigation for all reports within 14 days,
providing involved parties with an independent representative, and ensuring confidentiality and
protection from retaliation. We strongly encourage our students and employees to display this
badge (developed by our University Leadership Council) around their work area or on their ID
badges to show their commitment to workspaces, programs, and activities that are free of sex
discrimination.
Participants then provided ratings of their perceptions of organizational climate, tolerance
of sexism, and identity safety, as well as socio-demographic measures and other exploratory
variables reported in Study 2a (e.g., schemas, barriers, norms, and authenticity).
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Measures
Study 2b used the same measures described in Study 2a (see Appendix E).
Results
Correlations among Dependent Variables
Table 14 includes the means and standard deviations for the organizational climate
variables, sexism variables, and identity safety variables and correlations (using Pearson’s r)
among variables. Statistical significance was interpreted using a Bonferroni-adjusted p-value,
p<.005.
The results were inconsistent with those found in Study 1 and Study 2a. Unexpectedly,
significant associations did not emerge between the organizational climate variables and
tolerance of sexism variables, except for perceived justice and leadership – which were both
positively correlated with beliefs about reporting sexism. Gender diversity and leadership, which
were positively correlated with belonging, were the only climate variables to be significantly
associated with any aspect of identity safety.
Occurrence of sexism was correlated with the identity safety variables in the expected
directions: occurrence was negatively associated with belonging and trust and positively
associated with bias expectations. Reporting of sexism was not significantly related to any aspect
of identity safety, but likelihood that claims would be taken seriously was significantly positively
correlated with trust in the organization.
Effect of Policy on Identity Safety
The means, standard deviations, and significant differences among policy conditions for
expectations of identity safety are presented in Table 15. The policy that participants read did not
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have a significant effect on women’s anticipated identity safety at the university overall
(F(1,54)=1.35, p=.25), nor on any of the individual identity safety measures.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Climate
The means, standard deviations, and significant differences among policy conditions for
perceptions of organizational climate are presented in Table 16. As with identity safety, the
policy did not influence women’s perceptions of any aspect of organizational climate, V=0.06,
F(4,51)=0.77, p=.55.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
The means, standard deviations, and significant differences among policy conditions for
perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexism are presented in Table 17 and illustrated in
Figure 7. The policy had a significant effect on beliefs about whether sexism would be reported,
F(1,54)=4.92, p=.03, η2=.08. Participants more strongly believed that sexism would be reported
at an institution with an evidence-based policy, compared to a standard policy (Mdiff=1.46,
p<.001, d=0.59). The policy condition did not have a significant effect on perceptions of whether
sexism would occur (F(1,54)=1.02, p=.31) or whether sexism claims would be taken seriously at
the institution (F(1,54)=1.12, p=.29).
In contrast to previous studies, the evidence-based policy appeared to have little effect on
women’s perceptions of an academic institution’s climate, nor did it affect women’s anticipated
trust, belonging, or bias when imagining themselves as students at the institution. The evidencebased policy (vs. standard policy) did, however, lead to stronger beliefs that sexism would be
reported, an effect driven by perceptions of overt sexism. Because the evidence-based policy did
not demonstrate a causal effect with most of the dependent variables, the hypothesized serial
mediation model was not conducted. In the final set of analyses, I explored the effect of an
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evidence-based policy on perceptions of authenticity, climate for other groups, and schemas,
barriers to reporting, and norms.
Exploratory Analyses
Perceptions of Authenticity. Participants believed that the standard policy (M=4.34,
SD=1.14) and the evidence-based policy (M=4.22, SD=1.19) were equally authentic,
F(1,54)=0.15, p=.70.
Organizational Climate for Other Groups. The evidence-based policy did not lead to
greater perceived diversity or inclusion for other groups (all main effect p-values >.05).
However, participants did believe there would be a higher numerical representation of
students/employees in the LGBTQ+ community when the institution had an evidence-based
policy, Mstandard=27, Mevidence-based=37, F(1,54)=3.97, p=.05, η2=.07. Perceived representation of
women and racial/ethnic minorities did not differ by policy condition.
Schemas, Barriers, and Norms. Policy condition did not affect individually held
schemas of sexism, perceptions of barriers to reporting at the institution, or perceptions of
institutional norms (all main effect p-values >.05).
Discussion
My hypothesis that an evidence-based policy would lead to more positive expectations of
identity safety for women in an academic institution was not supported. Though the evidencebased policy led to stronger beliefs that sexism would be reported at the institution, it did not
have a significant effect on any other aspect of tolerance of sexism or organizational climate.
This is unexpected, given the robust results observed in Study 2a. One reason for this may be
that the analyses were under-powered throughout the study due to a loss of participant data at the
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manipulation check screening stage. Other potential explanations, reviewed below, center around
methodological and theoretical considerations.
Of course, an academic context varies greatly from a workplace context. And the
experience of being a student differs from that of being an employee in a workplace. It may be
that the sex discrimination policies used in this study were not seen as personally applicable to
students because some aspects of the evidence-based policy referred to a workplace context. For
example, the evidence-based policy provided examples of subtle sexism (“the victim being left
out of opportunities or assigned tasks outside of their job description”) and overt sexism (“the
victim being fired or demoted”) – examples that are more relevant to employees at an institution,
rather than students. As a result, students – who can be, but are not always, employees of a
university and experience it as a workplace – may have believed that the policies are more
pertinent to institutional staff and faculty than they are to members of the student body.
Relatedly, the sexism vignettes used in the study may not have been relevant to students
or representative of their lived experiences. Students likely engage in more peer interactions,
rather than interactions with unequal power dynamics (e.g., as with a manager and an employee
at work), therefore the nature of sexism that students experience may differ. It may be the case,
for instance, that students experience more subtle, societal-based sexism (e.g., stereotypes that
characterize women as inferior in intelligence to men) than interpersonal-based sexism (e.g.,
interpersonal hostility) – the latter of which characterizes most of the vignettes presented in the
study.
Another explanation lies in the format of the survey questions. Many of the questions
(e.g., about justice or norms) instructed students to think broadly about members of the
institution. Members of a university might include students, faculty, or staff. Yet, students and
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faculty have very different experiences in a university setting. To the extent that students are
aware of such differences, the “double-barreled” nature of these questions may have affected
their responses. In the future, students should be separately queried about the experiences of
students and the experiences of faculty.
Not only was the policy not predictive of climate, sexism (apart from beliefs about
reporting), or safety, the dependent variables were not always correlated among one another as
expected. For example, perceptions of diversity and inclusion were not significantly correlated
with beliefs that sexism would occur or be reported, as observed in Study Group 1 and Study 2a.
This may be due to a baseline difference in observed gender and racial/ethnic diversity in
academic institutions compared to typical U.S. workplaces. Colleges and universities tend to be
gender-balanced (or woman dominated) with respect to the student body. For example, at Baruch
College, where the data were collected, 48% of the student body self-identify as women (CUNY,
2019).
It may be the case that students do not believe gender diversity and inclusion of women
are indicative of warm, bias-free climates because an equal representation of women and men is
the “status quo” in this context. This belief shows up in participant responses for the study
question that asked about what percentages of employees at the institution they believed would
be women. Participants believed that 50% and 55% (for the standard and evidence-based
policies, respectively) of students and employees at the institution would be women. Recall that
in the standard policy condition for Study 2a, participants believed the baseline representation of
women in a company would be just 43%. Overall, it appears as though aspects of an
organization’s climate may be more or less important in shaping perceptions of sexism and
safety depending on the specific context (e.g., whether an organization is men-dominated,
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gender-balanced, or women-dominated). In this case, my findings suggest that for students,
justice and leadership are more closely related to perceptions of gender bias than diversity and
inclusion.
A final explanation may be that women students lack trust in institutions to enact policies
justly. A report conducted by the American Association of University Women (AAUW) found
that more than 11% of all students at U.S. colleges and universities experience rape or sexual
assault and 48% experience a form of sexual harassment (Hill & Kearl, 2011). However, Title IX
– a federal law prohibiting sex-based discrimination and harassment – is not always implemented
consistently and fairly. For example, many institutions fail to report instances of sexual
harassment and violence at all (Hill & Kearl, 2011). At the same time, college students have
been exposed to numerous high profile legal cases in which perpetrators of sexual harassment
and assault have not been held accountable by the justice system. In other words, women may
lack trust in institutions, or perhaps be burned out by a lack of action demonstrated by
institutions, with respect to gender-related harassment and discrimination policies and
procedures. In the current study, these feelings may have affected student response to an
evidence-based sex discrimination policy, with participants believing that an institution would
not fairly or consistently enact their policies.
Study 2 General Discussion
Study Group 2 demonstrates the impact of an evidence-based policy on women’s
perceptions of identity safety, including anticipated trust, belonging, and bias, in a workplace
setting. In Study 2a, women who read an evidence-based policy believed the company would
have a warmer climate – with respect to gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and
leadership – which, in turn, lead to lower perceived rates of sexism. As a result, participants,
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when imagining themselves as employees at the organization, indicated greater expectations of
safety. Importantly, the evidence-based policy performed better than a legal-based policy, which
also had a no tolerance policy for sexism, but instead stated women’s legal rights as described by
the EEOC.
These findings suggests that an evidence-based sex discrimination policy may function as
a cue for women that members of their group are welcome and valued, thereby improving
identity safety. I theorize that this improved identity safety among women results from a
reduction in perceived identity threat, or beliefs that one will be devalued and treated unfairly
because of their group membership (Davies, Spencer, & Steele, 2005). Moreover, ensuring
greater diversity and inclusion, justice, and fair leadership at an organization may be key to
creating identity-safe climates for women. That is, fostering a climate that includes these aspects
may help alleviate concerns among women that they will be treated unfairly due to their gender,
resulting in greater expectations of trust, belonging, and fair treatment.
Taken together, this study reinforces findings from previous studies that have
demonstrated the effect of climate on perceptions of sexism (e.g., Hulin, Fitzgerald, & Drasgow,
1996) and the effect of sexism on perceived psychological identity safety (e.g., Purdie-Vaughns
et al., 2008). It also fills a gap in existing literature, by testing and showing evidence for the full
model, from climate to safety, in the context of sex discrimination.
Limitations and Future Directions
Despite the promise of an evidence-based policy in a workplace setting, further testing is
needed to test whether a similar policy may be effective in a college or university setting. Study
2b did not find evidence that institutional policies shape students’ feelings of identity safety or
perceived organizational climate and tolerance of sexism. While I theorize several possibilities
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for why this may be the case (e.g., that the gender-balanced nature of universities may make
gender diversity a less relevant aspect of climate), these possibilities could be tested empirically.
Specific methodological concerns should be addressed as well. For example, the evidence-based
policy should be revised to include examples that are relevant to a school-based context vs.
workplace context. In addition, future research might consider how different members of a
university (say, faculty versus students) respond differently to various institutional policies.
Guided by existing theory, the present study tested a model in which organizational
climate predicts sexism and sexism predicts identity safety, but these relationships likely are not
unidirectional. It is possible that perceived sexism impacts an organization’s climate. For
example, high rates of sexism at an organization, may lead to lessened inclusion or perceived
justice, or lead women to leave the organization, resulting in a smaller representation of women.
Study 2a found support for my predicted model – that the relationship between sex
discrimination policies and identity safety is serially mediated by perceptions of organizational
climate and sexism. However, an alternate model in which the order of the mediators was
swapped (sexism then organizational climate) was also found to be significant. Thus, future
testing using a longitudinal design would help to establish the direction of causality among these
variables.
Another limitation concerns a possible order effect due to survey design. For a causal
mediation analysis, both an outcome variable and a set of mediator variables (that explain the
relationship between an experimental condition and the outcome variable) are measured. A
survey assessing outcome and mediator variables can therefore be ordered with the mediating
variables appearing before the outcome variable (“MO”) or the outcome variable appearing
before the mediator variables (“OM”). While there does not appear to be a clear consensus
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within the field of social psychology about which ordering is preferable, recent work has
demonstrated that the ordering of the outcome and mediating variables can significantly affect
mediation estimates; therefore, one solution is to randomize participants to MO and OM versions
of a survey (Chaudoin, Gaines, & Livny, 2020). In the current study, I used an MO version of the
survey – in which participants first rated climate, then sexism, then safety – because it aligns
with the hypothesized causal sequence. This, however, may have led to a potential order effect,
driven by participant fatigue or priming/anchoring. Study 3 addresses this limitation by using
both MO/OM versions of the survey.
Post-hoc power analyses indicated that the sample size was insufficient to detect a
significant effect for some relationships. Eighteen percent of recruited participants in Study 2a,
and nearly half of the participants in Study 2b, were removed prior to analysis due to not being
able to correctly answer a manipulation check. In the future, oversampling to account for such
attrition is necessary. This limitation is addressed in Study 3, which replicates and extends the
current study in the context of work using a larger sample.
Lastly, the present study sheds light on the role of evidence-based policies in shaping
women’s perceptions of climate and identity safety, but whether these specific perceptions bear
on women’s career-related decision-making remains to be explored. For example, might a
company sex discrimination policy (via perceptions of climate and safety) inform whether a
woman decides to apply for, interview for, or accept a position? Likewise, might this policy
inform women’s expectations of success at a company? These questions are explored in a third
and final study group.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Study 3
Effect of an Evidence-Based Policy on Women’s Interest and Performance Expectations
Recall that sexism disrupts women’s professional progress at both gateway and pathway
points of their careers. At gateways, bias leads individuals to view a woman applicant as less
competent than a man with comparable professional expertise (Moss-Racusin et al., 2012).
Women jobseekers may also be less likely to pursue professional opportunities if they believe
they are not qualified (Mohr, 2014) or that they will not belong at the organization (Gaucher,
Friesen, & Kay, 2011). At pathways, bias leads individuals to provide women with less
professional support (e.g., mentorship, advocacy by sponsors), which may ultimately hamper
their ability to professionally succeed (Coqual, 2019; Milkman, Akinola, & Chugh, 2012). To
that end, Study 3 tests the effect of non-discrimination policies on women’s interest in pursuing a
career at an organization (a gateway point) and women’s expectations of performance or success
at an organization (a pathway point). I also explore women’s meta-perceptions about whether a
company would be interested in hiring them (similarly, another gateway point) to assess whether
an evidence-based policy can alleviate concerns about potentially biased hiring processes. To test
these aims, Study 3 uses the same evidence-based policy used in Study Group 2 – one that has a
broad definition of sexism, communicates a positive norm around sexism, and ensures
transparency with respect to reporting sexism – and compares it to a general non-discrimination
policy. I predict that, compared to a standard policy, an evidence-based sex discrimination policy
will boost women’s interest in participating in an organization (and women’s meta-perceptions
that an organization would be interest in hiring them) and lead to increased performance
expectations.
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A final aim of Study 3 is to test a full model of antecedents and consequences of
perceived sexism in an organization (see Figure 8). In line with evidence from Study 2a, I predict
that a warmer organizational climate will lead to lowered perceptions of sexism; this in turn, will
predict greater identity safety for women. I hypothesize that all aspects of the theoretical model,
including climate, sexism, and safety, will predict performance expectations and interest in a
company. I predict that policy condition will have a significant direct effect on all the measured
variables, except for identity safety – the relationship with which was shown to be fully mediated
by climate and sexism in Study 2a. Finally, I hypothesize that the relationships between policy
and interest and policy and performance expectations will be serially mediated by perceptions of
climate, sexism, and safety. In other words, I expect that an evidence-based policy will lead to
greater interest in a company, and greater performance expectations, via perceptions of climate,
sexism, and anticipated safety.
Method
Power Analysis
Sample size was estimated using the N:q rule (Kline, 2015; Jackson, 2003). The required
sample size for structural equation models may be estimated using “the ratio of the number of
cases (N) to the number of model parameters that require statistical estimates (q)” (Kline, 2015).
Kline (2015) recommends an ideal sample-size-to-parameters ratio of 20:1, while others suggest
a minimum ratio of 10:1 (Schreiber et al., 2006). Given that the hypothesized model has 19
unknown parameters to be estimated, I aimed to reach a sample of approximately 380
participants, with a minimum acceptable sample size of 190.
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Participants
Women at least 18 years of age and currently living in the U.S. were recruited from
Prolific Academic and compensated $2.00 for the 15-minute survey. Consistent with prior
studies, approximately 25% of the 447 participants initially recruited (N=111) were removed for
incorrectly answering the manipulation check item. Two additional participants were excluded
because they did not self-identify as women.
The final sample included 334 participants. Of these, six participants indicated their
race/ethnicity as American Indian or Native American (1.8%), 33 as Black or African American
(9.9%), 46 as Asian (13.8%), 2 as Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (0.6%), 23 at Latina or Hispanic
(6.9%), 9 as Middle Eastern (2.7%), and 243 as White (72.8%). Five participants (1.5%)
indicated that they self-identified as a different race and did not wish to disclose their
race/ethnicity. Participants had the option to choose multiple races/ethnicities; therefore, the total
number represented in the race/ethnicity categories exceeds the total sample size. Participants
reported an average age of 36.6 years old (SDage=14.1), with a range of 18 to 74.
Over half of the participants indicated that they currently held part-time (N=48; 14.4%) or
full-time (N=138, 41.3%) employment. The remainder of the sample (N=148; 44.3%) reported
their employment status as: unemployed and looking for work (36), unemployed and not looking
for work (6), retired (20), student (47), unable to work (6), homemaker (22), or selfemployed/freelance (11).
Design and Procedure
The procedure and study materials used were identical to Study 2a. Participants read a
company’s (Sandt Consumer Group) job recruitment webpage that included a non-discrimination
policy and then answered questions about the company and what they believed their experience
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would be like if they worked there. Participants were randomly assigned to receive either a
general non-discrimination policy or an evidence-based sex discrimination policy. The policies
used were the same as described in Study 2a (Appendix D).
Participants also completed the same battery of questionnaires, which queried
participants on perceptions of organizational climate, organizational tolerance of sexism, and
identity safety. In addition, participants were asked to indicate how interested they would be in
participating in, or pursuing a role, at the company and indicated their anticipated performance or
success at the company (imagining that they worked there). The survey also assessed participant
beliefs about whether the company would be interested in hiring them as an employee. At the
end of the survey, participants provided social and demographic information (e.g., race and
employment status).
A debriefing document was provided to participants immediately after participation to
explain the full purpose of the study and why deception (e.g., in the cover story) was necessary.
Materials and procedures for Study 3 were approved by the Institutional Review Board at Baruch
College prior to implementation.
Measures
A list of study questionnaires for Study 3 is included in Appendix G. Individual items
within each questionnaire were randomized when possible. Participants were randomized to
either an OM (outcome measured before mediators) or MO (mediators measured before
outcome) version of the survey.
Manipulation Reinforcement and Check. Immediately after reading the recruitment
flyer, participants responded to a multiple-choice manipulation reinforcement question, “The
following statements all describe the non-discrimination policy at Sandt Consumer Group. In
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your opinion, which of the following statements is the most important component of the
company’s non-discrimination policy?” This question served as a reminder of the experimental
manipulation. Participant responses to the manipulation reminder question are summarized in
Appendix H. At the end of the survey, participants completed a multiple-choice manipulation
check question (“Which of the following was the non-discrimination policy of the
organization?”). Participants who were not able to accurately recall the policy out of a list of four
multiple choice options (N=111; 25%) were removed from the dataset prior to data analysis.
Dependent Variables. Participants responded to the organizational climate (diversity,
inclusion, justice, and leadership) and organizational tolerance of sexism (occurrence,
reporting, taken seriously) questionnaires described in Study 1a and the identity safety
(belonging, trust, bias expectations) questionnaire described in Study 2a. Participants also
indicated beliefs about the organization’s authenticity (Study 2a) with respect to its commitment
to non-discrimination.
Performance Expectations. To assess expectations of performance at the organization,
participants completed an 8-item questionnaire, with responses indicated on Likert-type scale
ranging from 1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly Agree. Sample items include, “I would be
successful at this organization” and “I would have novel ideas at this organization” (Wilton et
al., 2015). Items scores were averaged such that higher means indicated better anticipated
performance. The scale was found to have good reliability (α = .94).
Interest - Self. Women’s interest in participation was measured using a 3-item
questionnaire, with responses indicated on Likert-type scale ranging from 1=Strongly Disagree
to 7=Strongly Agree. Sample items include, “I would be interested in finding about available
positions at the organization” and “I would be likely to apply for a position at this organization”
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(Bian et al., 2018). Item scores were averaged such that higher means indicated greater interest
or intent to participate. The scale was found to have good reliability (α = .96).
Interest - Organization. To assess participant beliefs that an organization would be
interested in employing them, participants completed a 2-item questionnaire (1=Strongly
Disagree to 7=Strongly Agree) with sample item “I think this company would be interested in
hiring me.” Item scores were averaged such that higher means indicated greater organizational
interest. The scale, developed for the purpose of this study, was found to have good reliability (α
= .84).
Social and Demographic Information. Participants indicated their age, gender, race,
political affiliation, education level, and which state they currently lived in. They also provided
information on their current employment status.
Results
All analyses in Study 3 were conducted with IBM SPSS (Version 27) and R (Version
3.6.2). The term “significant” used throughout the results section refers to statistical significance
and has been shortened for brevity.
Correlations among Dependent Variables
Table 18 includes the overall means and standard deviations for the organizational
climate variables, sexism variables, identity safety variables, and interest and participation
variables, and correlations (using Pearson’s r) among variables. Statistical significance was
interpreted using a Bonferroni-adjusted p-value of <.004.
Results were consistent with those found in previous studies. The organizational climate
variables (gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and leadership) were significantly
positively correlated with sexism reporting and beliefs that sexism would be taken seriously, and
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negatively correlated with sexism occurrence. In addition, the organizational climate variables
were positively correlated with trust and belonging, and negatively correlated with bias
expectations. Sexism occurrence was negatively correlated with trust and belonging and
positively correlated with bias expectations. Sexism reporting and beliefs that claims would be
taken seriously were positively correlated with trust and belonging, and negatively correlated
with bias expectations. All correlations were significant at p<.001.
The organizational climate, tolerance of sexism, and safety variables were all
significantly correlated with one’s own interest in a company, perceived organizational interest,
and performance expectations. Interest in a company was significantly positively correlated with
gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and fair leadership; reporting of sexism and
likelihood of sexism claims being taken seriously; and anticipated belonging and trust. Interest in
a company was negatively correlated with perceived occurrence of sexism in an organization and
anticipated bias. The same pattern held for women’s meta-perceptions of organizational interest
and for performance expectations. Again, all correlations were significant at p<.001.
Effect of Policy on Interest and Performance Expectations
The means, standard deviations, and significant differences among policy conditions for
expectations of performance and self and organizational interest are presented in Table 19.
Interest - Self. A one-way Welch’s (used due to a violation of the assumption of
homogeneity of variances) ANOVA with planned contrasts conducted to test the effect of policy
condition on expectations of women’s interest in a company. The analysis revealed a small to
medium effect of policy condition on women’s interest in an organization, F(1,288.74)=11.98,
p=.001, η2=.04. Women demonstrated greater interest in an organization with an evidence-based
policy, compared to a standard policy.
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Interest - Organization. A one-way Welch’s (used due to a violation of the assumption
of homogeneity of variances) ANOVA with planned contrasts revealed a moderate effect of
policy condition on women’s interest in an organization, F(1,291.91)=20.46, p<.001, η2=.06.
Participants believed that an organization with an evidence-based policy (vs. standard policy)
would be more interested in hiring them.
Performance Expectations. A one-way ANOVA with planned contrasts revealed a
small, but significant, effect of policy condition on performance expectations, F(1,332)=4.76,
p=.03, η2=.01. Participants believed that they would perform better at a company with an
evidence-based policy, compared to one with a standard policy.
The above results support my hypotheses. An evidence-based policy boosted women’s
interest in a company compared to a standard policy. And women believed that a company
would be more interested in them as candidates. In addition, participants reported greater
performance expectations when imagining themselves as employees at organization with an
evidence-based policy. Together, these results provide evidence that an evidence-based policy
may have a positive downstream effect on gateway and pathway points of women’s careers. The
next section replicates the analyses from Study 2a, testing the effect of an evidence-based policy
on women’s perceptions of organizational climate and tolerance of sexism, as well as women’s
anticipated identity safety at an organization. A final analysis tests perceptions of organizational
authenticity with respect to its commitment to non-discrimination.
Effect of Policy on Organizational Climate
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) revealed a significant effect of policy
condition on women’s perceptions of organizational climate, V=0.18, F(4,229)=17.73, p<.001,
η2=.18. Follow-up univariate tests confirmed that an evidence-based policy led to warmer
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perceptions of gender diversity (F(1,332)=27.04, p<.001, η2=.08), inclusion of women
(F(1,332)=6.30, p=.01, η2=.02), justice (F(1,332)=19.44, p<.001, η2=.06), and leadership
(F(1,332)=57.01, p<.001, η2=.15). The analysis replicated results from Study 2a (which found
that an evidence-based policy led to greater perceived justice and fair leadership) and found
additional evidence for the effect of an evidence-based policy on perceived gender diversity and
inclusion of women. The means, standard deviations, and significant differences among policy
conditions (with Bonferroni-adjusted p-values) for the climate variables are presented in Table
20.
Effect of Policy on Perceived Tolerance of Sexism
To test whether the policies influenced women’s beliefs about whether overt and subtle
sexism would (a) occur; (b) be reported; and (c) be taken seriously if reported, I conducted three
separate 3 (Policy Condition: Standard, Narrow, Broad) × 2 (Sexism Type: Subtle, Overt) mixed
model ANOVAs, with policy condition as the between-subjects variable and sexism type as the
repeated measures variable. Consistent with results from Study 2a, the evidence-based policy led
to weaker beliefs that sexism would occur (F(1,332)=29.03, p<.001, η2=.08), stronger beliefs
that sexism would be reported (F(1,332)=37.75, p<.001, η2=.10), and stronger beliefs that sexism
allegations would be taken seriously (F(1,332)=47.91, p<.001, η2=.13). The means, standard
deviations, and significant differences among policy conditions for perceptions of organizational
tolerance of sexism are presented in Table 21 and illustrated in Figure 9.
Effect of Policy on Identity Safety
A MANOVA revealed a significant effect of policy condition on women’s anticipated
identity safety, V=0.08, F(3,330)=8.91, p<.001, η2=.08. Follow-up univariate tests confirmed
that an evidence-based policy lead to greater belonging (F(1,332)=11.63, p=.001, η2=.03) and
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trust (F(1,332)=21.07, p<.001, η2=.06) and lower expectations of bias (F(1,332)=8.49, p=.004,
η2=.03). The analysis replicated results from Study 2a (which demonstrated that an evidencebased policy led to greater perceptions of trust and belonging) and found additional support that
an evidence-based policy (vs. standard policy) leads to lower bias expectations. The means,
standard deviations, and significant differences among policy conditions for the identity safety
variables are presented in Table 22.
Perceptions of Authenticity
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test the effect of the policies on how honest, or
authentic, people perceived the organization to be about its non-discrimination policies. The
analysis revealed a small, significant effect of policy type on participant ratings of perceived
authenticity, F(1,332)=5.48, p=.02, η2=.02. Participants viewed an organization with a standard
policy (M=3.98, SD=1.42) as more inauthentic with respect to its commitment to nondiscrimination compared to an organization with an evidence-based policy (M=3.62, SD=1.40).
The results of the analyses align with my predictions and largely replicate those observed
in Study 2a. Women perceived a warmer organizational climate – including greater diversity and
inclusion, justice, and fair leadership – at a company with an evidence-based policy. Participants
also believed that the company would be less tolerant of sexism, indicated by lower occurrence
of sexism, greater reporting, and greater likelihood of claims taken seriously. Finally, the
evidence-based policy led to greater anticipated belonging and trust at a company, and lower
expectations of bias. While the analyses so far have tested the separate effect of sex
discrimination policies on various aspects of organizational climate and identity safety, the final
section tests a path model of antecedents and consequences of sexism in an organization, with an
evidence-based policy exerting a causal influence on all aspects of the model.
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A Model of Antecedents and Consequences of Sexism: Path Analysis
I conducted a path analysis using the Lavaan package in R (Rosseel, 2012) to test the
hypothesized model of relationships among sex discrimination policy, organizational climate,
sexism, safety, performance expectations, and interest (see Figure 8). A direct path between
policy condition and identity safety was not specified, because I expected the relationship
between policy condition and identity safety to be fully mediated by organizational climate and
sexism, as demonstrated in Study 2a. All the other possible paths among the variables were
specified in the model. I did not have a specific prediction about the directionality of the
relationship between performance expectations and interest, so I specified them to covary. The
path analysis used the maximum likelihood estimation method.
For the analysis, the policy condition variable was coded as 0=standard policy and
1=evidence-based policy. Like in Study 2a, I created a composite measure of organizational
climate by averaging across scores for gender diversity, inclusion for women, justice, and
leadership, such that a higher average indicated warmer perceptions of climate (α = .80). The
sexism variable was calculated by averaging the likelihood of both subtle and overt types of
sexism occurring (α = .88). The identity safety variable was calculated by averaging scores for
trust, belonging, and anticipated bias (α = .96). The interest variable in the model represents
women’s own interest in pursuing roles at the job.
Model Fit. I ran the hypothesized model with all parameters freed for estimation. Next, I
evaluated model fit indices to determine whether the model fit the data well, using the chisquared test, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the Standardized Root
Mean Squared Residual (SRMR), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).
Current standards suggest that a non-significant chi-square test (p > .05), CFI and TFI > .95,
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SRMR < .08, and RMSEA < .06 indicate good model fit (Kline, 2015; Hu & Bentler, 1999;
West, Taylor, & Wu, 2012). Using these standards, the hypothesized model fit well: χ2(1)=3.00,
p=.08; CFI = .998, TLI = .969, SRMR = .018, RMSEA = .077, RMSEA 90% CI = [0.00, 0.19],
p-close = .211.
Though the computed RMSEA value did not reach the cutoff for good model fit (<.06)
suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999), an RMSEA of .08 is typically considered to be within a
reasonable error of approximation, or in other words, to represent adequate fit of the model (e.g.,
Brown & Cudeck, 1993); moreover, the RMSEA p-value was non-significant (p-close = .211)
suggesting close model fit. It is also worth noting that Kenny and coauthors (2015) demonstrate
that RMSEA does not always perform well (e.g., exceeds cutoffs) in models with small degrees
of freedom (in this case, only one), even when the model is correctly specified. In such cases, the
authors suggest interpreting the chi-squared test – which in current analysis indicate that the
model closely reproduces the data – or not interpreting RMSEA at all.
Model Paths. Though the model achieved adequate fit, not all the paths were statistically
significant. Figure 10 illustrates the significant pathways in the hypothesized model and Table 23
includes the statistics for each regression path. A significant path was not observed between
policy and performance expectations (b=.00, p=.98), nor between policy and interest (b=.12,
p=.25) in an organization. This suggests that, once accounting for mediating variables, policy
condition no longer has a direct effect on performance expectations and interest – a possibility
tested in a set of mediation analyses in the next section. Contrary to my predictions, perceived
organizational climate did not predict performance expectations at a company (b=.11, p=.18), but
both sexism (b=.14, p=.008) and identity safety (b=.59, p<.001) did. Perceived organizational
climate (b=.22, p=.03), sexism (b=.21, p<.001), and safety (b=.92, p<.001) all significantly
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predicted women’s interest in a company. A significant covariance between performance and
interest was also observed (b=.21, SE=.04, Z=5.21, p<.001, 95% CI [0.13, 0.29]). All the other
paths were significant (p<.05) as hypothesized. I note, however, that using a conservative
Bonferroni-adjusted p-value of .004 (calculated by dividing .05 by the total number of
regressions, 13), the policy–sexism (p=.005), climate–interest (p=.03), sexism–performance
(p=.008) relationships become non-significant, suggesting that these paths should be interpreted
with caution.
Mediation Analyses. I predicted that climate, sexism, and safety perceptions would
mediate the relationship between policy condition and women’s interest in an organization. To
test this hypothesis, I conducted a serial meditational analysis in R using the Lavaan package
(Table 24). Policy condition was a significant predictor of interest (b=.50, t(332)=3.53, p<.001,
95% CI [.22, .79]). As hypothesized, the indirect pathway – the effect of policy on interest
mediated through climate, sexism, and safety – was significant (b=.11, Z=3.41, p=.001, 95% CI
[.04, .17]). After accounting for the indirect effect, the direct effect between policy condition and
interest became non-significant (b=.12, Z=1.15, p=.25, 95% CI [-.08, .32]), suggesting that the
policy–interest relationship was fully mediated by perceptions of climate, sexism, and safety.
Table 24 includes the results of the mediation analysis (including other indirect effects in the
model).
To test the prediction that climate, sexism, and safety perceptions would mediate the
relationship between policy condition and performance expectations, I ran a second serial
meditational analysis. Policy condition significantly predicted anticipated performance (b=.23,
t(332)=2.18, p=.03, 95% CI [.02, .44]). The indirect pathway – the effect of policy on anticipated
performance mediated through climate, sexism, and safety – was significant (b=.07, Z=3.20,
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p=.001, 95% CI [.03, .11]). After accounting for this pathway, the direct effect became nonsignificant, b=.003, Z=0.03, p=.98, 95% CI [-.17, .17], suggesting that the relationship between
policy condition and anticipated performance was fully mediated by perceptions of climate,
sexism, and safety. The results of the mediation analysis are again summarized in Table 24.
Discussion
Study 3 provides evidence for a downstream effect of an evidence-based policy on
women’s interest in an organization and performance expectations. In support of my hypothesis,
women who read an evidence-based policy – one that includes a broad definition of sexism,
encourages employees to wear a badge to show their commitment to sexism-free workspaces,
and includes clearly-stated procedures the organization would take during the complaint process
– reported greater interest in a company and believed that they would be more successful when
imagining themself as a potential employee. Women also believed that a company would be
more interested in hiring them when it had an evidence-based policy, compared to a standard
policy.
The results of this study suggest that an organization’s policies and practices shape
women’s interest in a company – a factor that plays a key role in whether a woman decides to
apply to a role at a company or not. Extant literature on perceived corporate social performance
may provide a useful framework through which to interpret these results. People, on average,
tend to express greater interest in companies that are socially responsible, or those that
demonstrate an investment in external, non-financial stakeholders such as community members,
members of minoritized groups, or the environment (Behrend et al., 2009). Corporate social
responsibility (e.g., with respect to diversity goals or environmental action) is also positively
related to perceptions of organizational reputation and attractiveness (Behrend et al., 2009; Luce,
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Barber, & Hillman, 2001; Turban & Greening, 1997). Thus, to the extent that an evidence-based
sex discrimination policy is seen as a signal of social responsibility, the same driving
mechanisms may apply here.
Other work demonstrates how specific linguistic cues in job postings influence who
decides to apply for a position at a company. For example, job postings in male-dominated
domains tend to utilize more masculine-typed words (e.g., leader, competitive, and dominant);
the presence of these words dampen women’s interest in applying because the use of these words
sends subtle cues that women do not belong (Gaucher, Friesen, & Kay, 2011). Similarly, women
are more likely to be hired for positions in which the original job description contained growth
mindset language (e.g., striving, commitment to improvement) vs. fixed mindset language
(Romero, 2016). Thus, when women’s identity safety is threatened (e.g., when they anticipate a
lack of belonging) or when women believe they will not succeed at the company, they are less
likely to apply to a position. In the present study, I demonstrate that an evidence-based sex
discrimination policy cues greater perceived safety, thereby boosting women’s interest in a
company.
Study 3 also replicated findings from Study 2a. An evidence-based policy led to a
warmer perceived climate at a company – operationalized as greater perceptions of gender
diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and fair leadership – compared to a standard policy. The
evidence-based policy also led to increased identity safety for participants, who believed they
would experience greater trust and belonging at the company, and less bias, if there were
employees at the company. Finally, an organization with an evidence-based policy was perceived
as more authentic with respect to its commitment to address sex discrimination.
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This study makes both theoretical and practical contributions. The current research tested,
and found support for, a theoretical model showing relationships among an evidence-based
policy and organizational climate, tolerance of sexism, identity safety, performance expectations,
and interest. In the model, an evidence-based sex discrimination policy leads to warmer
perceived organizational climates. Perceived climate, in turn, predicts lowered expectations of
sexism, which then predicts greater psychological identity safety. Finally, perceived sexism and
safety predicts performance expectations, while perceived climate, sexism, and safety predict
women’s interest in a company. This model can be adapted to various organizational contexts
and industries as well as adapted to be relevant to other groups (e.g., with race-based
discrimination policies).
As a practical application, organizations might consider including their company-specific
policies on organizational recruitment materials and job postings. As previous mentioned,
existing work has demonstrated how the language used in job postings play a role in who decides
to apply. Policies may, too, provide cues to women about whether they will belong at a company
and be valued for their contributions. Describing policies and procedures that go above and
beyond EEOC-suggested language may be key in drawing a greater number of women applicants
during the recruitment process and bringing the most qualified applicants to the table.
Limitations and Future Directions
The current study demonstrated that an evidence-based policy boosts women’s interest in
a company. But there are many other factors not assessed here that have been found to be
important in shaping jobseeker’s decisions about whether to apply to a job, including location,
compensation, and perceived probability of hire (Barber & Roehling, 1993). Moreover,
jobseekers rely on multiple informational modes or channels to draw impressions of a company
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and decide whether to ultimately apply to a role – for example, via a specific role description,
online reviews on Glassdoor, or a company website. The current research was conducted in an
“informational vacuum” in which participants had only one source of information to rely on.
Future studies should test the robustness of this effect in a real-world context, in which
participants have access to multiple sources of information, including role-specific information
(e.g., job descriptions), to assess whether an organization’s policy uniquely predicts interest
above and beyond other relevant factors.
A second future direction concerns replicability of the model. The path model tested in
this study examines the downstream effects of an evidence-based policy statement on climate,
sexism, safety, interest, and performance. Though the model fit the data well overall, not all the
paths in the model reached statistical significance. The policy–interest, policy–performance, and
climate–performance relationships, for example, were non-significant. Moreover, when using a
conservative Bonferroni adjustment, the policy–sexism, climate–interest, and sexism–
performance paths were also non-significant. Future studies should be conducted to examine
replicability of the current model, as well as to test the fit of a modified model when removing
non-significant pathways.
In addition, the current work should be replicated using a longitudinal design under
naturalistic conditions – for instance, in an intact organization with current employees who
receive a policy that has been adopted in the organization. The use of an experimental design in
the current studies provides evidence for causality among an evidence-based policy and each of
the dependent variables tested. However, the causality of the other relationships in the model
(e.g., among the other mediating variables) cannot be assessed in the current study. In other
words, whether a warmer climate is causing a decrease in sexism, or whether increased reporting
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of sexism causes an increase in psychological identity safety has yet to be explored. A
longitudinal design, alternatively, would provide multiple measurements of the mediating and
outcome variables across time, allowing a more precise understanding of how the variables affect
one another temporally.
In addition, the generalizability of this work to an actual workplace setting is limited.
Though this study demonstrates that women use information contained in policies to form
impressions of a company, a limitation of this work that it assesses participants’ imagined or
hypothetical experiences with an organization, rather than their actual experiences with it. A
field study design in which participants receive a real policy from their current employer, could
be used to reduce concerns about generalizability.
A few limitations concern survey and measurement issues. For example, I tested
anticipated performance using a self-report measure, rather than using a behavioral measure of
performance. To address this limitation, future studies might employ a design in which
participants complete a job performance task after reading the experimental policy manipulation
to assess whether an evidence-based sex discrimination policy affects real-time performance. Of
course, use of a longitudinal study design could also address this limitation via assessment of
employee outcomes (e.g. performance reviews) over time.
In the current study, I randomly assigned participants to either an OM (outcome
measured before mediators) or MO (mediators measured before outcome) version of the survey.
While this design can be used to limit order effects (e.g., survey fatigue), it does not eliminate
these effects completely. Survey fatigue can lead to participant anchoring (i.e., allowing earlier
items to act as an “anchor” for subsequent items) and satisficing (i.e., putting less thought into
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their answer choices) on later survey items (Chaudoin, Gaines, & Livny, 2019). In this case,
anchoring could have led to an inflation of the positive effect of the evidence-based policy.
A final area for future research concerns women’s perceived role qualifications. In a
popular Hewlett Packard report, researchers found that men apply to positions if they reach only
60% of the stated qualifications; women, however, apply only if they meet 100% of them (Mohr,
2014). This gender disparity may be because women do not view “the hiring process as one
where advocacy, relationships, or a creative approach to framing one’s expertise could overcome
not having the skills and experiences outlined in the job qualifications” (Mohr, 2014). In other
words, awareness of, and experiences of, gender bias may ultimately lead women to mistrust the
hiring process. As a result, future research might test whether an evidence-based sex
discrimination policy, via increased trust and other aspects of safety, will alleviate concerns
about fulfilling role qualifications. For example, might women be more likely to apply for a job
in which they meet only 60% of the qualifications at a company with an evidence-based sex
discrimination policy?
Conclusion
Study 3 demonstrates that an evidence-based sex discrimination policy predicts greater
interest in a company and higher performance expectations among women. Women’s metaperceptions of organizational interest in themselves as candidates was also higher after reading
an evidence-based policy, compared to a standard policy. Together, this suggests that an
evidence-based policy may affect important long-term consequences – via perceptions of
organizational climate, sexism, and identity safety – that have been shown to be important to
women’s careers. At gateway points, an evidence-based policy may increase the chance that
women apply to a company and that organizations create a more inclusive hiring process for
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women. At pathway points, an evidence-based policy may lead to higher quality work and
increase creativity, increasing the chance that women progress in their careers. Finally, the
present study contributes a novel theoretical model of antecedents and consequences of sexism in
an organization that can be adapted and modified to fit various organizational contexts and
groups.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion of Findings and Implications
The aim of this dissertation was to a) test the influence of sex discrimination policies on
perceptions of organizational climate, sexism, and identity safety and b) empirically test an
integrated model of antecedents and consequences of sexism in an organization, where company
policies and perceived organizational climate affects perceptions of sexism, and sexism in turn,
affects women’s feelings of identity safety, interest in a company, and performance expectations.
I predicted than an evidence-based policy would lead to warmer perceived climates
(Study Group 1), improved identity safety (Study Group 2), and greater performance
expectations and interest in a company (Study 3). As a secondary aim, I tested, and found
evidence for, a path model which shows relationships among an evidence-based policy and
perceived climate, safety, sexism, performance, and interest.
To test these aims, three experimental study groups were conducted with self-identified
women recruited via online and undergraduate study pools. Across all three study groups,
participants reviewed marketing materials of a company or academic institution, each containing
a sex discrimination policy, which served as the experimental manipulation. Participants then
provided various ratings about the organization, including perceptions of climate and tolerance
of sexism (Study Groups 1, 2, and 3) and ratings of how they believed they might feel as
employees at the organization, including perceived safety, performance expectations, and interest
(Study Groups 2 and 3).
Overview of Results
Sex Discrimination Policies Affect Perceptions of Organizational Climate
The first aspect of my theoretical model hypothesized that an evidence-based sex
discrimination policy would lead to warmer perceived climates – conceptualized as greater
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gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and fair leadership. Study Group 1 demonstrated
that three different types of evidence-based sex discrimination policies – including a policy that
uses a broad definition of sexism, a policy that communicates an injunctive organizational norm,
and a policy that includes transparent procedures for how an organization will handle sexism
claims – each positively shifted at least one aspect of organizational climate, compared to a
standard non-discrimination policy. Studies 2 and 3 found evidence that a combined evidencebased policy (one that includes all the aspects separately tested in Study Group 1) led to warmer
perceived climates, even compared to a legal-based sex discrimination policy – one that
describes women’s federal rights related to sex discrimination (Study 2a).
Sex Discrimination Policies Affect Perceptions of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
Sex discrimination policies, perhaps unsurprisingly, had a clear and consistent effect on
women’s perceptions of an organization’s tolerance of sexism. In Study 1a, the use of a policy
with a broad definition of sexism (vs. a standard policy) led to greater perceived reporting of
overt and subtle forms of sexism and strengthened women’s beliefs that overt sexism would be
taken seriously by the organization if reported. In Study 1b, use of a policy that communicated
an injunctive organizational norm similarly strengthened beliefs that overt sexism would be
taken seriously if reported. In Study 1c, the use of a policy with a transparent plan for handling
misconduct led to weaker beliefs that overt and subtle sexism would occur, stronger beliefs that
overt sexism would be reported, and stronger beliefs that both types would be taken seriously if
reported. In Studies 2 and 3, a combined evidence-based policy – one that includes all the aspects
previously tested in Study Group 1 – led to weaker beliefs that both types of sexism would occur
and stronger beliefs that both types would be reported and taken seriously by leadership.
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Sex Discrimination Policies Affect Women’s Expectations of Safety and Performance
Studies 2 and 3 demonstrated the effect of an evidence-based sex discrimination policy
on women’s expectations of psychology identity safety – including belonging, trust, and bias
expectations – and performance (Study 3 only). In Study 2, the evidence-based policy, when
compared to a standard policy, led to greater perceived belonging and trust in an organization.
The same results were observed when compared to a legal-based sex discrimination policy – one
that describes women’s legally protected federal rights and included a no tolerance statement for
sexism. In Study 3, women who read an evidence-based policy (vs. standard policy) anticipated
greater trust and belonging at the company, as well as lower bias expectations. They also
believed they would be more successful at the company.
Sex Discrimination Policies Affect Women’s Interest and Perceptions of Company Interest
Study 3 showed that women, when imagining themselves at jobseekers, demonstrated
more interest in a company with an evidence-based policy. Moreover, women believed that an
organization would be more interested in interviewing or hiring them as candidates when it has
an evidence-based policy, suggesting that the policy also shifted women’s meta-perceptions of
company interest.
In sum, across three study groups, I found clear and consistent evidence for the effect of
an evidence-based policy on both organizational-level and individual-level outcomes. Of the
dependent variables, the evidence-based sex discrimination policy (vs. standard policy) had the
strongest effect on women’s perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexism, with medium to
large effect sizes in all the studies. This may not be surprising, given that the policy was written
specifically to address sex discrimination. But importantly, an evidence-based policy has the
potential to not only reduce sexist behaviors (and increase reporting of such behaviors) in an
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organization, but to also disrupt the cumulative effects of sexism that occur over time. For
example, even the smallest differences in treatment can accumulate across a women’s
professional career, resulting in larger inequities (Martell, Lane, & Emrich, 1996; Valian, 1999).
Thus, I suggest that even the smallest improvements in organizational climate brought on by an
evidence-based policy can result in significant advances for women long-term.
The Antecedents and Consequences of Organizational Sexism
A final aim of this research was to develop and test a model of antecedents and
consequences of sexism. Extant literature has separately explored the effect of organizational
climate and sex discrimination and harassment at a company (e.g., Hulin, Fitzgerald, &
Drasgow, 1996) and the effect of sexism on psychological identity safety (e.g., Purdie-Vaughns
et al., 2008). The current research tested, and found support for, a theoretical model showing
relationships among organizational climate, tolerance of sexism, and psychological identity
safety in the context of sex discrimination. Moreover, this work tests organizational policy as a
causal driver of the model and explores participation and performance as downstream
consequences, resulting in a theoretical model of antecedents and consequences of sexism in an
organization.
In the model, an evidence-based sex discrimination policy leads to warmer organizational
climates. Climate, in turn, predicts lowered expectations of sexism, which then predicts greater
psychological identity safety. Finally, perceived sexism and safety predicts performance
expectations, while perceived climate, sexism, and safety predict interest in a company. This
model can be modified and adapted to different contexts, or to different groups, and sets the
stage for intervention work to be conducted along each pathway to enable warmer, identity-safe
climates for members of marginalized groups.
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Theoretical Implications
The findings of this research hold implications for theories on organizational policies and
the antecedents and consequences of sexism in an organization.
The Effect of Organizational Policy on Perceptions of Climate, Safety, and Interest
To the best of my knowledge, this is the first research study to examine the effect of sex
discrimination policies on women’s perceptions of organizational climate, organizational
tolerance of sexism, psychological identity safety, or interest in an organization. Together, the
results of Study Groups 1 through 3 suggest that evidence-based policies act as a cue to women
that they will belong to and be valued members of the workplace. I theorize that underlying the
relationships among an evidence-based policy and each of the measured variables, is an
alleviation of social identity threat. Recall that felt identity threat is informed by social identity
contingencies, which refer to a “range of vulnerabilities and opportunities a person expects to
face based on the settings’ response to one or more of the person’s social identities” (PurdieVaughns et al., 2008, p. 616). In other words, perceived social identity contingencies shape the
extent to which one feels threatened, or conversely, safe, in a given setting. In traditional
workplaces, ones that are dominated by White, cisgender men, a lack of gender diversity might
signal a devaluation of women. Thus, women, expecting their social identity contingencies to be
negative – in other words, expecting confirmation that members of their group are indeed
devalued in at the company – are more likely to experience their environment as threatening and
respond accordingly.
At the same time, prior research has shown that certain contextual cues create an identitysafe climate for members of marginalized groups, serving as an effective intervention for
improving intergroup relations (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). For instance, in one study, women
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math, science, and engineering (MSE) majors who viewed a gender-balanced MSE conference
video exhibited greater belonging and a greater desire to participate in the conference, compared
to women who viewed a gender-imbalanced video (Murphy, Steele, & Gross, 2007). Similarly,
the presence of Black women and Black men role models, and allies, boosts belonging among
Black women in STEM (Johnson et al., 2019). Greater minority representation and pro-diversity
organizational philosophies (vs. colorblindness philosophies) also inform expected social identity
contingencies and trust among Black professionals (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008).
In the present work, sex discrimination policies may have similarly served as a contextual
cue for an identity-safe climate. Women who read an evidence-based sex discrimination policy
believed that the company would be more diverse and inclusive, just, and fair – all aspects of
organizational climate that have been associated with lowered discrimination and greater
employee belonging and trust. In effect, these outcomes may indirectly reflect an alleviation of
social identity contingencies for women, ultimately resulting in greater psychological safety.
Policies that Make a Difference
This work also explores different psychological mechanisms embedded in organizational
policy – broad definitions of sexism, organizational norms, and procedural transparency –
resulting in a set of theory-driven recommendations for organizational policy.
The first evidence-based aspect of a sex discrimination policy is a broad definition of
sexism. Recall that sexism can manifest in overt or subtle forms, with the latter form as more
ambiguous, less likely to be appraised as discrimination, and in some instances, more harmful for
women’s performance (Dardenne et al., 2007; Major et al., 2003; Mendoza-Denton et al., 2009).
Yet, traditional sex discrimination policies (e.g., EEOC-based policies) typically fail to recognize
subtle forms of sexism. Study 1a demonstrates that a narrow definition of sexism in organization
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policy – one that acknowledges only overt forms of sexism – may be particularly damaging, as it
results in a “chillier” climate compared to a broad definition of sexism. I suggest that even in the
absence of federal laws that explicitly forbid subtle forms of sexism, organizations should still
communicate their own internal expectations for behavior and definition of sex discrimination,
one that includes all forms of sexism.
A second evidence-based aspect of a sex discrimination policy is a communication of
injunctive organizational norms. Injunctive norms refer to what is desired or approved of in a
culture and motivates normative behavior change via informal social sanctions (Cialdini, Bator,
& Guadagno, 1999; White et al., 2009). In organizations, leadership must ensure that these
norms are salient in the workplace context, allowing employees to act in line with the prescribed
norms of a company (Cialdini et al., 1999). Study 1b demonstrates that the inclusion of an
injunctive norm in organization policy increases perceived inclusion of women at a company and
engenders stronger beliefs that sexism will be taken seriously by leadership – and when used in
conjunction with other evidence-based strategies, shifts perceptions of safety and interest. To the
extent possible, organizational leaders should clearly communicate expectations for a
commitment to sexism-free workspaces.
A third evidence-based aspect of sex discrimination policy is the inclusion of clear,
actionable steps that an organization will take to address misconduct complaints and protect
involved parties. Women who report discrimination and harassment are often subjected to
retaliation or social backlash by peers and leadership, and knowledge of these risks reduces
women’s likelihood of reporting sexism when it occurs (Becker et al., 2014; Pershing, 2014).
Recent research demonstrates that bystanders are more willing to report sexual harassment when
the company policy pledges to respond to reports promptly and enact protective measures
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(Jacobson & Eaton, 2018). Study 1c builds on previous research by demonstrating that a
transparent policy not only reduces perceived tolerance of sexism at an organization, but also
leads to greater perceived gender diversity, justice, and fair leadership.
A final aspect for consideration is a no tolerance policy for sex discrimination. Extant
literature on sexual harassment policies has demonstrated that including a “zero” tolerance policy
is key to reducing sexual harassment (Gruber, 1998; Offermann & Malamut, 2002) and
increasing bystander reporting of harassment (Jacobson & Eaton, 2018). Given the welldocumented effectiveness of a no tolerance policy, it was included in each of the evidence-based
policies tested in the current work. The results of Study 2, however, suggest that a no tolerance
policy must be coupled with other evidence-based strategies to effect organizational and
individual change. For instance, a company with a legal-based policy – which included a no
tolerance statement but instead described federal law related to sex discrimination – was not
perceived any differently to an organization with a general non-discrimination statement that did
not include a no tolerance statement. Conversely, a company with a no tolerance statement and
evidence-based strategies was perceived as having a warmer climate and lower tolerance of
sexism compared to both the legal-based and standard policies.
Practical Implications
Sexism remains a pernicious barrier to the full and equal participation of women in the
workplace. Sexism disrupts women’s professional progress at both gateway points (e.g.,
recruitment and hiring) and pathway points (e.g., professional development). This results in a
loss of talent as women opt-out of fields in which sexism and related harassment are likely to
occur (NASEM, 2018). To achieve gender parity in the workplace—where women are equally
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represented to men in all aspects of operations, including leadership and decision-making—
addressing sexism should be a key priority for workplaces.
The present studies highlight a promising tool to help achieve this goal – organizational
policies for sex discrimination. The results of this research suggest that sex discrimination
policies play an important role in shaping organizational-level and individual-level outcomes,
resulting in warmer climates and greater identity safety for women applicants and employees.
Importantly, company sex discrimination policies often use language suggested by the U.S.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), which relays federal and state law related
to sex discrimination. However, as results from Studies 1 and 2 demonstrate, a standard, EEOCbased policy may ultimately fail to shift important outcomes related to sexism. Conversely, an
evidence-based policy not only reduces perceived tolerance of sexism at a company, but also
creates warmer perceptions of climate and fosters greater safety and interest among marginalized
group members. Human Resources and company leaders should therefore be mindful of the
impact of their private and public facing policies and dedicate legal and financial resources to
modifying and developing comprehensive, evidence-based sex discrimination policies.
In addition, this research highlights a few best practices for sex discrimination policies,
showcasing specific aspects of policies that may help build a strong foundation for the
establishment of sexism-free climates and psychological safety for women. These include using
a policy that uses a broad definition of sexism, communicates organizational norms related to
sexism, and ensures transparency in the reporting process.
The policies may also be tailored to reflect discrimination toward other marginalized
groups based on race, ability, or sexual orientation, among others. LGBTQ+ employees, for
example, experience high rates of interpersonal discrimination in organizational settings (Hebl et
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al., 2002), are paid less than heterosexual, cisgender employees (King & Cortina, 2010), and
until 2020, did not have their employment rights formally protected at the federal level
(Totenberg, 2020). Adopting and adapting such policies to protect groups that have been
historically oppressed and excluded, both in society and at work, is critical. In this example,
adopting LGBTQ+-supportive policies and practices is an important first step to confer safety
and create more inclusive workplaces for all members of the workplace community.
Of course, the above recommendations come with a few caveats. First, to be effective,
company policies must be perceived as authentic. In other words, there should be a perceptible
alignment between the company’s written policies and the company’s behaviors. At the same
time, companies must realize that an evidence-based sex discrimination is not a ‘silver bullet’ for
achieving its gender diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) goals. Rather, an evidence-based
policy should be buttressed with other individual-level and organizational-level strategies that
have been shown to be effective for creating more diverse, inclusive, equitable environments.
Avenues for improvement at the individual level include well-designed diversity trainings (see
Carter, Onyeador, & Neil, 2020 and Onyeador, Hudson, & Lewis, 2021 for a review of effective
applications of diversity training) and bystander intervention training (Lee, Hanson, & Cheung,
2019; Schulte, 2018). At the organizational level, companies might embed actionable DEI goals
into their company strategies, collect demographic data at all points of the talent management
cycle, and more broadly, interrogate all systems, policies, and practices for unwanted bias.
In sum, this work provides a concrete tool – an evidence-based sex discrimination policy
– that organizations of every ilk can modify and deploy as a strong foundation for the
establishment of sexism-free climates and psychological safety for women and other
marginalized groups. And, by developing a climate that is diverse, inclusive, and fair,
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organizations can increase gender representation not only by retaining their women employees,
but also by drawing a greater number of women applicants during the recruitment process.
Limitations
The current work is not without limitations. First, despite the theoretical contributions of
this research, the generalizability of this work to an actual workplace setting is limited. Though
this work found that women use information contained in policies to form impressions of a
company, a limitation is that it assessed imagined or hypothetical experiences with an
organization, rather than participants’ actual experiences with an organization. For example, to
capture beliefs about an organization’s climate (rather than one’s perceptions of organizational
climate like in the current work), data would need to be collected and aggregated among people
working in the same workplace environment.
This approach would also help distinguish conceptual differences among the four aspects
of organizational climate. For example, are diversity, inclusion, justice, and leadership
meaningfully different constructs? Or, are they together simply indicative of a higher-level
construct – for example, perceptions of fair, egalitarian treatment at a company? In current work
– where these constructs were evaluated in the absence of real-world context or experience – the
constructs appeared to be closely related. In a real-world setting, however, I would expect the
four aspects of climate to operate more independently. In sum, future studies should employ a
design in which participants recruited via intact organizations receive an actual policy from their
current employer, thereby reducing concerns about generalizability and construct validity.
Second, the study relied entirely on self-report measures, rather than behavioral
measures, thereby limiting the reliability and validity of the theoretical model. In addition, the
survey may have been subject to order effects. Specifically, participant fatigue may have led to
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anchoring or lowered attention on the latter items in the survey. Though the survey employed
counterbalancing among questionnaires (and both “MO” and “OM” versions in Study 3), there is
still a possibility that anchoring may have artificially increased the effect of an evidence-based
policy vs. standard policy on the measured variables. Future research should employ both selfreport and behavioral measures (e.g., a real-time performance measure rather than performance
expectations) to limit order effects and alleviate concerns about reliability and validity.
Third, the use of an experimental design (in which policy condition was manipulated) is
sufficient to draw a conclusion about the causal relationship between the sex discrimination
policies and the measured outcome variables in each study group. To make a causal claim among
the other variables illustrated in the path model (e.g., climate, tolerance of sexism, safety,
interest, and performance), however, one must demonstrate both an association among variables
and temporal, or time, order. The present research established significant associations among
variables, but because all of the data were collected at one time point, temporal effects cannot be
observed. Thus, future research should utilize a longitudinal study design to allow conclusions of
causality among the variables demonstrated in the path model.
Fourth, the present research studied women as a monolithic group. But women, in
addition to their gender, simultaneously experience other aspects of identity, including race,
sexuality, ability, and class, among others. And, psychological research suggests that these
identities are inextricably woven, to the point where a woman’s experiences related to one aspect
of her identity is shaped by the others (Bowleg, 2008; Crenshaw, 2017). In other words, not only
can each individual identity (e.g., Black or woman) be associated with experiencing
discrimination, but identities as an intersection (e.g., Black and woman) create a unique position
for individuals who hold them, shaping advantage and disadvantage across individual,
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interpersonal, and societal contexts. Thus, it is important to consider other aspects of identities
that may influence discrimination-related perceptions and processes. To begin to address this
question, exploratory analyses based on participant race were explored using combined data
from Studies 2a and 3 (Appendix I). Future studies, however, should be designed to understand
how other aspects of women’s identities, including race/ethnicity, age, and ability, among others,
bear on the relationships of interest in the current work.
Finally, I note that organizational policies and climate do not account for all of the
possible antecedents of sexism in an organizational setting. Gelfand et al. (2005) suggest other
antecedents to discrimination that may directly (or indirectly) affect women’s perceptions of
sexism of safety, including Human Resources systems and practices, organizational strategy,
organizational culture, and organizational structure (e.g., formal or informal). As one example,
with respect to informal organizational structure, patterns of interpersonal relationships play a
role in discrimination. Women and racial minorities tend to belong to segregated social networks
(e.g., those consisting of other women and racial minorities) and as a result, receive lowered
access to resources and information, status, and mobility (Gelfand et al., 2005). Thus, future
research should explore the role of these other organizational processes and structures as
antecedents to women’s perceptions of sexism and safety in an organization.
Future Directions
Beyond addressing the above limitations, the present research opens many avenues for
novel research.
Impact of Policies on Other Groups
To test the broader impact of an evidence-based policy, future studies might explore how
other groups respond to and experience sex discrimination policies. For instance, might policies
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targeted toward women also benefit members of other marginalized groups? Prior research
suggests that members from other similarly marginalized (but not overlapping) social groups
might also benefit from a gender-fair policy. For example, men of color who read about a
company that has received numerous gender diversity awards experienced heightened identity
safety—a phenomenon referred to as safety cue transfer (Chaney, et al., 2006). This transfer
occurs due to an implied overlapping nature of intergroup relations, suggesting that bias toward
one group is nested within an overarching social dominance orientation (Chaney, et al., 2006;
Pratto, et al., 1994). Thus, to the extent that men of color perceive a company as having a warm
climate for women, they might also believe that the climate will be warm for them as well.
In addition, might an evidence-based sex discrimination policy engender backlash in an
organization? A second group that the policy might be tested among is within high-status group
members in an organization – typically White, men leaders. To implement policies that tackle
structural, systemic, and individual barriers to women’s representation in predominantly
masculine domains, ‘buy in’ from high-status, high power stakeholders is necessary. Thus, future
studies might examine the downstream consequences of evidence-based policies on high status
members of organizations (i.e., White men) – and more specifically, explore the potential costs
of an evidence-based sex discrimination policy. Prior research, for example, has shown that prodiversity (e.g., with respect to race) messages lead to increased physiological indicators of threat
among White men and increase self-reported concerns about discrimination (Dover, Major, &
Kaiser, 2016). So, while pro-diversity messages might increase perceptions of organizational
attractiveness for minorized group members, they might simultaneously engender felt exclusion
and threat among majority group members (Dover, Kaiser, & Major, 2020). Other research has
demonstrated that majority group members respond negatively to diversity policies framed as
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benefiting minoritized groups, even when they, as majority members, also stand to also benefit
(Brown & Jacoby-Senghor, 2021).
If an evidence-based sex discrimination policy is similarly perceived as threatening by
majority group members, the same responses are likely to occur, thereby undermining the
demonstrated benefits of an evidence-based policy for women. Future research should examine
the potential costs of an evidence-based policy (especially weighed in comparison to the
benefits), and work with researchers and HR leaders to understand how to mitigate such costs
during the implementation of evidence-based policies.
Person x Situation Interactions
Future studies might also explore the boundary conditions of the relationships explored in
the study. In other words, which situation and person factors may moderate relationships among
organizational climate, tolerance of sexism, and safety? For example, Pryor et al. (1993) put
forth a social psychological framework theorizing that sexual harassment behaviors are a result
of a person–situation interaction, stating that “some men perform [sexual harassment behaviors]
some of the time” (p. 68). In Pryor et al.’s framework, situational factors that encourage sexual
harassment behaviors include local norms (e.g., whether shared norms are explicitly or implicitly
permissive of sexual misconduct) and leadership attitudes (e.g., whether management are viewed
as permissive of sexual harassment). Another situational factor that may affect employees’
responses to organizational policies lies in who has developed or endorsed the policies. For
example, might policies be more impactful when directly endorsed or developed by executive
team leaders at a company? At an individual level, personal factors that might encourage sexual
harassment behaviors might include authoritarian beliefs or endorsement of traditional gender
roles. While the current research explores situational factors that enable sexism in an
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organization (e.g., leadership climate and gender diversity), it does not explore individual factors.
To that end, future research might consider how organizational climate interacts with individuals’
personally held beliefs or attitudes to shape organizational outcomes related to sexism. In
addition, future studies might explicitly manipulate situational factors – for example, whether the
policy is situated in a typically male-dominated vs. female-dominated setting or role – to test the
direct interaction between an evidence-based policy and situational context on women’s
perceptions of climate and safety.
Inclusive Family Policies
Finally, while the present study provided an examination of sexism-specific policies in
the workplace, future research should explore other policies and procedures that are closely
related to inequity for women in the workplace – in particular, family leave policies. Perhaps the
most pervasive norms that women must grapple with are those related to family and caregiver
status. For example, women with children suffer a “motherhood penalty” resulting in lower
perceived competence, devaluation, and/or lower wages (Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007). The
downstream consequences of these implicit beliefs are detrimental for women’s careers, as
women caregivers “receive varied signals that they are viewed less seriously as workers, which
may culminate in the denial of long-sought promotions” (Abrams, 1989; p. 1220). Thus, to foster
a climate of safety for employees who are caregivers, inclusive family policies are key. These
might include generous leave arrangements (e.g., maternity and paternity leave); flexible work
arrangements (e.g., flextime, reduced hours); or the addition of workplace facilities (e.g.,
nurseries, subsidized childcare provisions; Callan, 2007). Future studies might test the effect of
inclusive family policies on women and men caregivers’ perceptions of organizational climate,
safety, and interest.
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Conclusion
The present work asks the question, how can organizations address sexism and create
identity-safe climates for women? Many traditional workplaces and academic institutions are
embedded with cues (often via policies and practices) that signal the devaluation of women and
other groups. The key, then, to improve safety for women is to remove these threat-based cues.
Across three studies, I provide evidence for the positive effects of evidence-based sex
discrimination policies, not only in reducing perceptions of sexism, but also on shaping key
aspects of organizational climate that have been shown to be important for women’s success and
psychological safety. Organizations of every ilk will be able to deploy these evidence-based
policies as a strong foundation for the establishment of sexism-free climates and psychological
safety for employees from marginalized groups. And, by creating climates that are diverse,
inclusive, and respectful of women’s experiences, organizations can increase gender
representation not only by retaining their women employees, but also by drawing a greater
number of women applicants during recruitment. This work demonstrates that even small
changes to current policies can affect important outcomes related to professional advancement
for marginalized group members, thereby creating a more equitable workplace for all.
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Appendix A
Study 1 Materials
Study 1a, 1b, 1c – Standard Discrimination Policy
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Study 1a – Narrow Policy
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Study 1a – Broad Policy
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Study 1b – Injunctive Norm Policy
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Study 1c – Non-Transparent Policy
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Study 1c – Transparent Policy

148

Appendix B
Study 1 Questionnaire
Organizational Climate Variables
(Measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree)
[Instructions: Now we would like you to think about the company that you read about and get a
picture of what that company would be like in your mind. Then answer the following questions to
the best of your ability. Remember, it is usually best to go with your gut, or first instinct, when
responding to these questions.]
Diversity
1. This company is diverse overall.
2. This company is diverse in terms of gender.
3. This company is diverse in terms of race/ethnicity.
4. This company is diverse in terms of sexual orientation.
Inclusion
1. This company is inclusive overall.
2. This company is inclusive to women.
3. This company is inclusive to men.
4. This company is inclusive to people of all races/ethnicities.
5. This company is inclusive to people of all sexual orientation.
Justice
Interpersonal
1. Employees are treated in a polite manner at this company.
2. Employees are treated with respect at this company.
3. Employees are treated with dignity at this company.
4. Employees are subjected to improper remarks or comments at this company. (Reversecoded)
Distributive
5. Employees’ outcomes reflect the effort they put into their work.
6. Employees’ outcomes are appropriate for the work they have completed.
7. Employees' outcomes reflect what they have contributed to the company.
8. Employee’s outcomes are justified based on their performance.
Procedural
9. Company procedures are applied consistently for all employees.
10. Company procedures for employees are free of bias.
11. Employees are able to express their views and feelings about company procedures.
12. Employees have influence over their own outcomes related to company procedures.
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Informational
13. Employees receive candid communications about the company and aspects of their job.
14. Employees are given thorough explanations of company procedures.
15. Communications are tailored to individual employee's specific needs.
16. Relevant job information is communicated to employees in a timely manner.
Leadership
1. Leadership at this company are committed to a diverse environment.
2. Leadership at this company are open to constructive criticism.
3. Leadership at this company articulate a clear vision.
4. Leadership at this company take their company policies seriously.
5. Leadership at this company support their employees fairly.
6. Leadership at this company are non-biased.
7. Leadership at this company are effective.
Numerical Representation of Women and Minoritized Racial Groups
(Measured on a 1-100 slider scale)
[Instructions: Now we would like you to think about the company that you read about and get a
picture of what that company would be like in your mind. Then answer the following questions to
the best of your ability. Remember, it is usually best to go with your gut, or first instinct, when
responding to these questions.]
1. What percentage of employees at this company do you think are women?
2. What percentage of employees at this company do you think are non-White
(racially/ethnically)?
Sexism Vignettes / Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
(Measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree)
[Instructions: For the next section, you will be asked to do something slightly different. You will
read examples of scenarios that might occur in a workplace. Please read and imagine each
situation, then answer the following questions about the company that you read about.]
Subtle
1. Jane is always asked to take the notes in her team’s weekly meetings, even though it is
not part of her job description.
2. Linda’s coworker makes a comment about Linda being overly sensitive.
3. Angela is frequently cut off while talking during her weekly team meetings.
Overt
4. The partners are deciding who to promote to manager. Alice has more experience and
better performance ratings than Eric. Eric is chosen for the promotion.
5. Rachel and Chris are both upper-level managers with the same title. Chris’ annual salary
is 30% higher than Rachel’s.
6. Dara, a working mother, comes to a morning meeting team meeting a few minutes late. A
male colleague snickers and asks her how “play time” was.
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For each vignette, participants are asked to rate the extent to which they believe…
1. This situation would happen at the company.
2. This situation would be reported if it happened at the company.
3. This company would take this claim seriously if it were reported.
Schemas of Sexism
(Measured on a 1-10 slider scale, 1=Definitely not sex discrimination, 10=Definitely sex
discrimination)
For each vignette, participants respond to a single item: Is this an example of sex discrimination?
Barriers to Reporting
(Measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree)
[Instructions: Finally, we will ask you some more questions about the company. Remember, we
would like you to think about the company that you read about and get a picture of what that
company would be like in your mind. Then answer the following questions to the best of your
ability. Remember, it is usually best to go with your gut, or first instinct, when responding to
these questions.]
1. This company would protect those who report sex discrimination from retaliation.
2. This company would investigate allegations of sex discrimination in a timely manner.
3. This company would not take allegations of sex discrimination seriously. (Reversecoded)
4. This company would investigate all allegations of sex discrimination, regardless of the
severity of the complaint.
5. This company would respect the privacy of those involved in allegations related to sex
discrimination.
6. This company would protect the rights of the victims of sex discrimination.
7. This company does not have well-defined procedures for handling allegations of sex
discrimination. (Reverse-coded)
Norms
(Measured on a 1-100 slider scale)
[Instructions: Finally, we will ask you some more questions about the company. Remember, we
would like you to think about the company that you read about and get a picture of what that
company would be like in your mind. Then answer the following questions to the best of your
ability. Remember, it is usually best to go with your gut, or first instinct, when responding to
these questions.]
1. What percentage of company employees do you think approve of taking actions to
address sex discrimination?
2. What percentage of company employees do you think engage in actions to address sex
discrimination?
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Appendix C
Study 1: Manipulation Reminder Results
Study 1a: Standard vs. Narrow vs. Broad
Standard Policy (N=56)

Narrow Policy (N=54)

Broad Policy (N=60)

This company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(55.4%)

This company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(33.3%)

This company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(15.0%)

The law forbids discrimination when it
comes to any aspect of employment.
(37.5%)

This company has a no tolerance policy
for sex discrimination.
(55.6%)

This company has a no tolerance policy
for sex discrimination.
(51.7%)

Discrimination can occur in hiring,
firing, pay, job assignments,
promotions, layoff, training, and fringe
benefits, among others.
(7.1%)

This company includes hostile and
offensive behaviors in its definition of
sex discrimination.
(11.1%)

This company includes hostile and
offensive behaviors in its definition of
sex discrimination.
(3.3%)

--

The company includes subtle and
seemingly "friendly" behaviors in its
definition of sex discrimination.
(30.0%)

--
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Study 1b: Standard vs. Injunctive Norm
Standard Policy (N=41)

Injunctive Policy (N=44)

This company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination for
legally protected groups.
(58.8%)

This company has a no tolerance policy for
sex discrimination.
(77.3%)

The law forbids discrimination when it comes
to any aspect of employment.
(31.7%)

Employees at this company are encouraged to
display a badge to show their commitment to
sex discrimination free environments.
(20.5%)

Discrimination can occur in hiring, firing, pay,
job assignments, promotions, layoff, training,
and fringe benefits, among others.
(9.8%)

The Executive Team have developed a badge
for employees to show their support for sex
discrimination free environments.
(2.3%)
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Study 1c: Standard vs. Non-Transparent vs. Transparent
Standard Policy (N=56)

Non-Transparent Policy (N=48)

Transparent Policy (N=56)

This company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(57.1%)

This company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(41.7%)

This company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(8.9%)

The law forbids discrimination when it
comes to any aspect of employment.
(32.1%)

This company has a no tolerance policy
for sex discrimination.
(39.6%)

This company has a no tolerance policy
for sex discrimination.
(19.6%)

Discrimination can occur in hiring,
firing, pay, job assignments,
promotions, layoff, training, and fringe
benefits, among others.
(10.7%)

This company has an action plan for
handling cases of sex discrimination.
(18.8%)

This company has an action plan for
handling cases of sex discrimination.
(5.4%)

--

This company investigates all reports
of sex discrimination within 14 days,
provides independent representatives,
and ensures confidentiality and
protection from retaliation.
(66.1%)

--
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Appendix D
Study 2 and Study 3 Materials
Study 2a, Study 3 – Standard Policy
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Study 2a – Legal Policy
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Study 2a, Study 3 – Evidence-Based Policy
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Study 2b – Standard Policy
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Study 2b – Evidence-Based Policy
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Appendix E
Study 2 Questionnaire
Note. In addition to the below questionnaires, participants also responded to the questionnaires
presented in Appendix B.
Identity Safety
(Measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree)
[Instructions: We will now ask you to imagine that you are a current employee of the company
that you read about. Please take a minute to imagine how you would feel as an employee. Then
answer the following questions to the best of your ability. Remember, it is usually best to go with
your gut, or first instinct, when responding to these questions.]
Trust
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I think I would like to work at a place like this company.
I think I could “be myself” at this company.
I think I would be treated fairly by my colleagues.
I think I would trust management to treat me fairly.
I think that my values and the values of this company are very similar.

Belonging
1. People in the company would be a lot like me.
2. People in the company would like me.
3. I would belong at this company.
4. At this company, I would feel like an outsider. (Reverse-coded)
5. At this company, I would feel respected.
6. At this company, I would feel excluded. (Reverse-coded)
7. At this company, I would feel anxious. (Reverse-coded)
8. At this company, I would enjoy being an active participant.
Bias Expectations
1. I think that I would encounter bias at this company.
2. I think that other people at this company would hold biased or prejudiced views.
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Authenticity
(Measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree)
[Instructions: Now, we will ask you some more questions about the company. Remember, we
would like you to think about the company that you read about and get a picture of what that
company would be like in your mind. Then answer the following questions to the best of your
ability. Remember, it is usually best to go with your gut, or first instinct, when responding to
these questions.]
1.
2.
3.
4.

This company is not sincere about its non-discrimination policies for employees.
This company overstates its actual commitment to non-discrimination.
This company acts like it is better about discrimination-related issues that it really is.
Women and other minority groups are promised more resources and support than is
actually provided by the company.
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Appendix F
Study 2 Manipulation Reminder Results
Study 2a: Standard vs. Legal vs. Evidence-Based
Standard Policy (N=43)

Legal Policy (N=45)

Evidence-Based Policy (N=55)

The company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(51.2%)

The company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(35.6%)

The company is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination
for legally protected groups.
(10.9%)

The law forbids discrimination when it
comes to any aspect of employment.
(39.5%)

The company has a no tolerance policy
for sex discrimination.
(46.7%)

The company has a no tolerance policy
for sex discrimination.
(34.5%)

Discrimination can occur in hiring,
firing, pay, job assignments,
promotions, layoff, training, and fringe
benefits, among others.
(9.3%)

The law forbids sex discrimination
when it comes to any aspect of
employment.
(15.6%)

The company includes both subtle and
seemingly "friendly" behaviors and
hostile behaviors in its definition of sex
discrimination.
(10.9%)

--

An employment practice that applies to
everyone can be illegal if it has a
negative impact of the employment of
people of a certain sex.
(2.2%)

Employees at this company are
encouraged to display a badge to show
their commitment to sex discrimination
free environments.
(1.8%)

--

The company investigates all reports of
sex discrimination within 14 days,
provides independent representatives,
and ensures confidentiality and
protection from retaliation.
(41.8%)

--
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Study 2b: Standard vs. Evidence-Based
Standard Policy (N=24)

Evidence-Based Policy (N=32)

The institution is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination for
legally protected groups.
(58.3%)

The institution is an equal opportunity
organization and forbids discrimination for
legally protected groups.
(25.0%)

The institution's policy applies to students,
employees, and visitors.
(4.2%)

The institution's policy applies to students,
employees, and visitors.
(12.5%)

The law forbids educational institutions from
denying their services to any students or
employees.
(37.5%)

The institution has a no tolerance policy for sex
discrimination.
(25.0%)

--

The institution includes both subtle and
seemingly "friendly" behaviors and hostile
behaviors in its definition of sex discrimination.
(12.5%)

--

Students and employees at this company are
encouraged to display a badge to show their
commitment to sex discrimination free
environments.
(3.1%)

--

The institution investigates all reports of sex
discrimination within 14 days, provides
independent representatives, and ensures
confidentiality and protection from retaliation.
(21.9%)
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Appendix G
Study 3 Questionnaire
Note. In addition to the below questionnaires, participants also responded to the questionnaires
presented in Appendices B and E.
Interest – Self
(Measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree)
[Instructions: For the following questions, we ask you to imagine that you are currently looking
for a job. Then, please answer the following questions.]
1. I would be interested in finding out about available positions at this organization.
2. I would be likely to apply for a position at this organization.
3. I would be likely to consider turning a position at this organization into a career.
Interest – Organization
(Measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree)
[Instructions: For the following questions, we ask you to imagine that you are currently looking
for a job. Then, please answer the following questions.]
1. I think this company would be interested in hiring me.
2. I think this company would be invested in my professional growth if I were to be hired.
Success/Performance
(Measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree)
[Instructions: We will now ask you to imagine that you are a current employee of the company
that you read about. Please take a minute to imagine how you would feel as an employee. Then
answer the following questions to the best of your ability. Remember, it is usually best to go with
your gut, or first instinct, when responding to these questions.]
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

I would perform well at this organization.
I would be successful at this organization.
I would be effective at this organization.
I would accomplish my tasks very well at this organization.
I would have novel ideas at this organization.
I would come up with inventive ideas at this organization.
I would break new ground at this organization.
I would have creative ideas at this organization.
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Appendix H
Study 3 Manipulation Reminder Results
Standard Policy (N=154)

Evidence-Based Policy (N=180)

The company is an equal opportunity organization and
forbids discrimination for legally protected groups.
(53.9%)

The company is an equal opportunity organization and
forbids discrimination for legally protected groups.
(14.4%)

The law forbids discrimination when it comes to any
aspect of employment.
(37.7%)

The company has a no tolerance policy for sex
discrimination.
(31.1%)

Discrimination can occur in hiring, firing, pay, job
assignments, promotions, layoff, training, and fringe
benefits, among others.
(8.4%)

The company includes both subtle and seemingly
"friendly" behaviors and hostile behaviors in its
definition of sex discrimination.
(17.8%)

--

Employees at this company are encouraged to display a
badge to show their commitment to sex discrimination
free environments.
(2.2%)

--

The company investigates all reports of sex
discrimination within 14 days, provides independent
representatives, and ensures confidentiality and
protection from retaliation.
(34.4%)
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Appendix I
Organizational Climate and Identity Safety Analyses by Participant Race
Exploratory analyses were conducted to test the effect of participant race on perceptions
of organizational climate and identity safety. Participants in the “standard” and “evidence-based”
policy conditions from Studies 2a and 3 were included in the study (N=432). The numbers of
participants in different racial minority groups (e.g., Latina, Black) across the two studies were
not large enough to examine as individual groups. Thus, to preserve power, participants were
divided into two groups: Women of Color (WoC) and White participants. Of those included in
the WoC category (N=111; 27.7%), 1 self-identified as American Indian/Native American, 30 as
Black or African American, 23 as East Asian, 21 as Latina, 3 as Middle Eastern, 15 as South
Asian, 9 as Southeast Asian, and 16 indicated that they identified as multiple races within the
WoC categories. The remainder of the sample identified as White (N=290, 72.3%). Thirty-one
participants were not included in the analysis because they self-identified as both White and at
least one WoC racial group, resulting in a final sample size of N=401. In the standard policy
condition, 43 participants were in the WoC category and 137 were in the White category. In the
evidence-based policy condition, 68 participants were in the WoC category and 153 in the White
category.
Effect of Policy and Participant Race on Organizational Climate
Four separate 2 Policy Condition: (Standard vs. Evidence-based) × 2 (Race: women of
color vs. white) factorial ANOVAs were conducted to test the effect of policy and race on
women’s perceptions of gender diversity, inclusion of women, justice, and leadership. For all
analyses, a main effect of policy condition, in line with what was reported in the main results
section for each study group, was observed. The main effect of race was non-significant for all
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four outcomes: gender diversity (F(1,397)=0.15, p=.70), inclusion of women (F(1,397)=0.00,
p=.99), justice (F(1,397)=0.12, p=.73), and leadership (F(1,397)=0.13, p=.72). For justice
(F(1,397)=3.36, p=.07, η2=.01) and leadership (F(1,397)=3.25, p=.07, η2=.01), the main effect of
policy was qualified by small, marginally significant policy × race interaction. Bonferroniadjusted post-hoc tests suggest that while both WoC and White women perceived a company
with an evidence-based policy as warmer with respect to justice and leadership, this effect was
magnified for WoC. The policy × race interaction was not significant for gender diversity
(F(1,397)=1.94, p=.16) or inclusion of women (F(1,397)=0.37, p=.54).
7
6
5

Standard
5.69
4.77

5.56
5.01

5.75
5.28

5.66
5.37

Evidence-based

5.82
5.48
4.81

5.35
5.00

5.60
4.96

4.81

4
3
2
1
Women of
Color

White

Gender Diversity

Women of
Color

White

Women of
Color

Inclusion of Women

Justice

White

Women of
Color

White

Leadership

Note. Error bars represent +/- standard error of the mean.
Effect of Policy and Participant Race on Identity Safety
Three separate 2 Policy Condition: (Standard vs. Evidence-based) × 2 (Race: women of
color vs. white) factorial ANOVAs were conducted to test the effect of policy and race on
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women’s perceptions of trust, belonging, and bias expectations. For all analyses, a main effect of
policy condition emerged, in line with what was reported in the main results section for each
study group. Race emerged as a significant predictor of bias expectations, F(1,397)=4.46, p=.04,
η2=.01. Across both policy conditions, WoC anticipated greater bias compared to White
participants, Mdiff=0.35, 95% CI [.03,.68]. The policy × race interaction was non-significant,
F(1,397)=0.86, p=.35, suggesting that an evidence-based policy reduced bias expectations for
both WoC and White participants similarly. Race was not a significant factor in feelings of trust
(F(1,397)=2.87, p=.09) nor in feelings of belonging (F(1,397)=2.66, p=.10). Similarly, the policy
× race interactions were non-significant for both trust (F(1,397)=0.87, p=.35) and belonging
(F(1,397)=0.20, p=.66).
7

Standard

Evidence-based

6
5.37

5.26
5

4.76

4.39

5.14

4.99

4.74

4.48

4

4.33
3.52

3.82
3.32

3
2
1
Women of Color
Trust

White

Women of Color

White

Belonging

Women of Color

White

Bias Expectations

Note. Error bars represent +/- standard error of the mean.
Together, the analyses suggest that race may play a small, but limited, effect in the
relationships tested in the present study. For example, WoC (vs. White women) potentially
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experience greater boosts to perceived justice and leadership at an organization with an
evidence-based policy. With respect to identity safety, WoC expect to experience greater bias in
general, but an evidence-based policy appears to similarly decrease bias expectations for both
WoC and White women.
A final note: The results of these exploratory analyses should be interpreted with caution.
Post-hoc power tests suggested that the main effect of race and policy × race interaction analyses
were underpowered (ranging from 7% to 56% across the climate and safety analyses) to detect a
small effect (η2=.01). Future studies should utilize larger samples to ensure statistical power of at
least 80%. Moreover, recognizing that WoC are certainly not a monolithic group, future studies
should aim to oversample participants from different minoritized racial groups to test for
differences among racial groups.

169

Tables
Table 1
Study 1a: Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Matrix for Dependent
Variables
M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Climate Variables
1. Gender Diversity
5.42
1.17
-2. Inclusion of Women
5.67
1.23
.37**
-3. Justice
5.11
0.83
.56** .42**
-4. Leadership
5.30
0.98
.65** .46**
.86**
-Sexism Variables
5. Sexism Occurrence
4.05
1.26
-.37** -.23** -.51** -.50**
-6. Sexism Reporting
4.60
1.26
.45** .38**
.63**
.61** -.58**
-7. Sexism Taken Seriously 4.72
1.34
.48** .35**
.66**
.65** -.62** .89**
-Note. N=170. All items were measured on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert-type scale.
Justice was calculated by averaging scores across all 16-items, collapsing across subscales. Sexism occurrence,
reporting, and taken seriously include both overt and subtle forms.
**Correlation is significant at the Bonferroni-corrected 0.007 level (2-tailed).
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Table 2
Study 1a: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Climate Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=56)

Narrow Policy
(N=54)

Broad Policy
(N=60)

Gender Diversity
5.59 (1.19)
5.30 (1.22)
5.37 (1.10)
Inclusion of Women
5.46a (1.51)
5.50a (1.21)
6.02b (0.81)
Justice
5.14 (0.85)
4.87a (0.86)
5.30b (0.74)
Interpersonal
5.38 (0.96)
5.23 (0.99)
5.65 (0.85)
Procedural
5.05 (0.88)
4.73a (1.00)
5.21b (0.89)
Distributive
5.09 (1.01)
4.82 (0.86)
5.18 (0.89)
Informational
5.02 (0.99)
4.72 (0.98)
5.16 (0.95)
Leadership
5.34 (1.04)
5.14 (1.03)
5.41 (0.87)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values with
non-equivalent subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected and
Games-Howell corrected ps<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type
scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 3
Study 1a: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism Variables

Scale

Standard Policy
(N=56)

Narrow Policy
(N=54)

Broad Policy (N=60)

Occurrence
4.09 (1.01)
4.24 (1.52)
3.85 (1.18)
Overt Sexism
3.74 (1.16)
3.90 (1.68)
3.51 (1.37)
Subtle Sexism
4.43 (1.11)
4.59 (1.47)
4.19 (1.15)
Reporting
4.49a (1.15)
4.21a (1.47)
5.04b (1.00)
Overt Sexism
4.96a (1.15)
4.62a (1.72)
5.47b (0.93)
Subtle Sexism
4.01a (1.39)
3.80a (1.44)
4.61b (1.24)
Taken Seriously
4.59a (1.23)
4.33a (1.53)
5.18b (1.12)
Overt Sexism
5.11 (1.21)
4.80a (1.72)
5.51b (1.13)
Subtle Sexism
4.09a (1.40)
3.85a (1.52)
4.84b (1.27)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values with non-equivalent
subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni corrected p<.05). Items were measured on a 7point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 4
Study 1b: Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Matrix for Dependent
Variables
M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Climate Variables
1. Gender Diversity
6.02
0.83
-2. Inclusion of Women
5.80
1.34
.24*
-3. Justice
5.70
0.73
.64**
.32**
-4. Leadership
5.75
0.78
.73**
.24*
.63**
-Sexism Variables
5. Sexism Occurrence
3.29
1.29
-.23*
-.35**
-.38** -.36**
-6. Sexism Reporting
4.91
1.11
.34**
.26*
.45** .45** -.69**
-7. Sexism Taken Seriously 5.23
1.10
.39**
.33**
.57** .52** -.77** .89**
-Note. N=85. All items were measured on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert-type scale.
Justice was calculated by averaging scores across all 16-items, collapsing across subscales. Sexism
occurrence, reporting, and taken seriously include both overt and subtle forms.
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) **Correlation is significant at the Bonferroni-corrected
0.007 level (2-tailed).

173

Table 5
Study 1b: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Climate Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=41)

Norm Policy
(N=44)

5.98 (0.91)
6.07 (0.76)
Gender Diversity
5.41a (1.48)
6.16b (1.08)
Inclusion of Women
5.63 (0.77)
5.76 (0.69)
Justice
5.82 (0.81)
6.11 (0.74)
Interpersonal
5.54 (0.85)
5.58 (0.84)
Procedural
5.69 (0.85)
5.80 (0.81)
Distributive
5.48 (0.85)
5.54 (0.78)
Informational
Leadership
5.69 (0.83)
5.81 (0.72)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows,
values with non-equivalent subscripts are significantly different
(Bonferroni corrected p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point Likerttype scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 6
Study 1b: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=41)

Norm Policy
(N=44)

Occurrence
3.45 (1.27)
3.15 (1.31)
Overt Sexism
3.06 (1.35)
2.84 (1.35)
Subtle Sexism
3.85 (1.28)
3.46 (1.34)
Reporting
4.77 (0.96)
5.03 (1.23)
Overt Sexism
5.23 (0.93)
5.48 (1.33)
Subtle Sexism
4.32 (1.09)
4.58 (1.29)
Taken Seriously
4.97a (1.03)
5.47b (1.11)
Overt Sexism
5.36a (0.98)
5.86b (1.05)
Subtle Sexism
4.58 (1.22)
5.08 (1.33)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows,
values with non-equivalent subscripts are significantly different
(Bonferroni-corrected p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point
Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 7
Study 1c: Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Matrix for Dependent
Variables
M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Climate Variables
1. Gender Diversity
5.36
1.10
-2. Inclusion of Women
5.62
1.12
.43**
-3. Justice
5.20
0.78
.68**
.38**
-4. Leadership
5.43
0.85
.72**
.44**
.83**
-Sexism Variables
5. Sexism Occurrence
3.96
1.21
-.33** -.23** -.31** -.41**
-6. Sexism Reporting
4.54
1.25
.40**
.29**
.44** .50** -.65**
-7. Sexism Taken Seriously
4.78
1.29
.43**
.38**
.49** .55** -.65** .87**
-Note. N=160. All items were measured on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert-type scale.
Justice was calculated by averaging scores across all 16-items, collapsing across subscales. Sexism occurrence,
reporting, and taken seriously include both overt and subtle forms.
**Correlation is significant at the Bonferroni-corrected 0.007 level (2-tailed).
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Table 8
Study 1c: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Climate Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=56)
5.02a (1.04)

Non-Transparent
Policy (N=48)
5.42 (1.16)

Transparent Policy
(N=56)
5.66b (1.01)

Inclusion of Women

5.43 (0.93)

5.63 (1.25)

5.80 (1.15)

Justice
Interpersonal

5.02a (0.81)
5.25a (0.89)

5.20 (0.71)
5.57 (0.81)

5.38b (0.76)
5.65b (0.85)

Procedural

4.88a (0.93)

5.18 (0.78)

5.36b (0.91)

Distributive

5.05 (1.05)

5.13 (0.95)

5.14 (0.96)

Informational

4.89a (0.82)

4.93a (0.76)

5.36b (0.80)

5.08a (0.87)

5.45 (0.80)

5.76b (0.73)

Gender Diversity

Leadership

Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values with non-equivalent
subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected p<.05). Items were measured on a 7point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 9
Study 1c: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=56)

Non-Transparent
Policy (N=48)

Transparent
Policy (N=56)

Occurrence
4.32a (1.22)
3.92 (1.14)
3.64b (1.17)
Overt Sexism
4.03a (1.36)
3.65 (1.31)
3.18b (1.25)
Subtle Sexism
4.61 (1.19)
4.19 (1.09)
4.10 (1.29)
Reporting
4.18a (1.35)
4.59 (1.19)
4.87b (1.10)
Overt Sexism
4.52a (1.49)
4.97 (1.34)
5.43b (1.16)
Subtle Sexism
3.84 (1.39)
4.22 (1.24)
4.30 (1.31)
Taken Seriously
4.27a (1.32)
4.76 (1.26)
5.31b (1.09)
Overt Sexism
4.60a (1.35)
5.01a (1.36)
5.74b (1.15)
Subtle Sexism
3.95a (1.41)
4.51 (1.34)
4.87b (1.24)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values with nonequivalent subscripts are significantly different (p<.05). Items were measured on a 7point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 10
Study 2a: Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Matrix for Dependent Variables
M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. Gender Diversity

5.19

1.36

--

2. Inclusion of Women

5.45

1.50

.39**

--

3. Justice

5.05

0.93

.52**

.35**

--

4. Leadership

5.22

1.06

.62**

.39**

.85**

--

5. Sexism Occurrence

3.88

1.26

-.43**

-.26**

-.52**

-.61**

--

6. Sexism Reporting

4.68

1.26

.34**

.14

.45**

.53**

-.63**

--

7. Sexism Taken Seriously

4.76

1.33

.40**

.21*

.51**

.60**

-.67**

.89**

--

8. Trust

4.84

1.45

.55**

.32**

.73**

.78**

-.64**

.59**

.71**

--

9. Belonging

4.73

1.22

.49**

.24**

.70**

.73**

-.60**

.53**

.62**

.90**

9

10

Climate Variables

Sexism Variables
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Identity Safety Variables

10. Bias Expectations
3.83 1.56 -.42**
-.16
-.61** -.69** .68**
-.55** -.63** -.78**
Note. N=143. All items were measured on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert-type scale. Justice was
calculated by averaging scores across all 16-items, collapsing across subscales. Sexism occurrence, reporting, and taken
seriously include both overt and subtle forms. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) **Correlation is
significant at the Bonferroni-corrected 0.007 level (2-tailed).

--.75**

--

Table 11
Study 2a: Means and Standard Deviations of Identity Safety Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=43)

Legal Policy (N=45)

Evidence-Based
Policy (N=55)

Identity Safety
4.44a (1.33)
4.48a (1.15)
5.06b (1.27)
Trust
4.54a (1.58)
4.60a (1.37)
5.25b (1.34)
Belonging
4.49a (1.25)
4.55a (1.08)
5.07b (1.26)
Bias Expectations
3.99 (1.75)
4.11 (1.38)
3.46 (1.51)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values with non-equivalent
subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point
Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree. Identity Safety was calculated by
averaging trust, belonging, and reverse-coded bias expectation items.
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Table 12
Study 2a: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Climate Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=43)

Legal
Policy (N=45)

Evidence-Based
Policy (N=55)

Gender Diversity
4.93 (1.45)
5.11 (1.33)
5.45 (1.29)
Inclusion to Women
5.14 (1.51)
5.56 (1.27)
5.62 (1.64)
Justice
4.86a (0.96)
4.88a (0.95)
5.33b (0.84)
Interpersonal
5.17a (1.03)
5.14a (1.01)
5.70b (0.88)
Procedural
4.77 (1.07)
4.78a (1.07)
5.24 (1.01)
Distributive
4.83 (1.16)
4.80 (1.04)
5.10 (0.99)
Informational
4.66a (1.08)
4.77a (0.94)
5.29b (0.94)
Leadership
4.92a (1.23)
5.01a (0.98)
5.61b (0.86)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values with non-equivalent
subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni corrected p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point
Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 13
Study 2a: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=43)

Legal Policy
(N=45)

Evidence-Based
Policy (N=55)

Occurrence
4.17a (1.36)
4.14a (1.07)
3.43b (1.21)
Overt Sexism
3.81a (1.58)
3.74a (1.22)
3.15b (1.28)
Subtle Sexism
4.52 (1.26)
4.54 (1.07)
3.72 (1.29)
Reporting
4.33a (1.21)
4.36a (1.30)
5.21b (1.09)
Overt Sexism
4.84a (1.27)
4.84a (1.45)
5.62b (1.08)
Subtle Sexism
3.82a (1.34)
3.87a (1.36)
4.79b (1.27)
Taken Seriously
4.42a (1.35)
4.42a (1.34)
5.29b (1.03)
Overt Sexism
4.02a (1.50)
3.97a (1.38)
4.88b (1.21)
Subtle Sexism
4.83a (1.46)
4.87a (1.46)
5.69b (1.08)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values with non-equivalent
subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point
Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 14
Study 2b: Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Matrix for Dependent Variables
M

SD

1

2

3

5.23
5.38
5.16

1.25
1.42
0.86

-.19
.43**

-.36**

--

4. Leadership
Sexism Variables
5. Sexism Occurrence
6. Sexism Reporting
7. Sexism Taken Seriously
Identity Safety Variables

5.28

0.88

.58**

.20

.66**

--

4.11
4.46
4.60

1.03
1.09
1.10

-.25
.16
.10

-.23
.20
.27*

-.34*
.45**
.33*

8. Trust

5.48

0.91

.29*

.24

9. Belonging
10. Bias Expectations

4.94
3.57

0.91
1.37

.54**
-.29*

.14
-.10

Climate Variables
1. Gender Diversity
2. Inclusion of Women
3. Justice

4
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5

6

7

8

-.30*
.39**
.29*

--.42**
-.60**

-.81**

--

.17

.29*

-.52**

.10

.38**

--

.36*
.05

.50**
-.10

-.46**
.56**

.19
-.20

.26
-.32*

.69**
-.51**

9

10

--.59**

--

Note. N=56. All items were measured on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert-type scale. Justice was calculated by
averaging scores across all 16-items, collapsing across subscales. Sexism occurrence, reporting, and taken seriously include both overt and
subtle forms.
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) **Correlation is significant at the Bonferroni-corrected 0.007 level (2-tailed).

Table 15
Study 2b: Means and Standard Deviations of Identity Safety Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=24)

Evidence-Based Policy
(N=32)

Identity Safety
5.21 (0.66)
4.94 (0.97)
Trust
5.55 (0.62)
5.43 (1.08)
Belonging
5.11 (0.71)
4.81 (1.03)
Bias Expectations
3.29 (1.28)
3.78 (1.42)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Items were measured
on a 7-point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly
Agree. Identity Safety was calculated by averaging trust, belonging, and
reverse-coded bias expectation items.

184

Table 16
Study 2b: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Climate Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=24)

Evidence-Based
Policy (N=32)

Gender Diversity
5.50 (0.93)
5.03 (1.43)
Inclusion of Women
5.29 (1.37)
5.44 (1.48)
Justice
5.11 (0.64)
5.19 (1.00)
Interpersonal
5.38 (0.77)
5.24 (1.16)
Procedural
4.98 (0.71)
5.35 (1.05)
Distributive
5.10 (0.88)
4.97 (1.29)
Informational
4.98 (0.77)
5.20 (1.12)
Leadership
5.32 (0.58)
5.25 (1.06)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Items were
measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and
7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 17
Study 2b: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=24)

Evidence-Based
Policy (N=32)

Occurrence
3.94 (0.98)
4.23 (1.07)
Overt Sexism
3.71 (1.16)
4.00 (1.33)
Subtle Sexism
4.18 (0.98)
4.45 (1.05)
Reporting
4.10a (1.21)
4.73b (0.91)
Overt Sexism
4.75a (1.33)
5.53b (1.00)
Subtle Sexism
3.44 (1.27)
3.91 (1.20)
Taken Seriously
4.42 (1.04)
4.74 (1.14)
Overt Sexism
5.06 (1.18)
5.44 (1.27)
Subtle Sexism
3.78 (1.19)
4.02 (1.37)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values
with non-equivalent subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected
p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly
Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 18
Study 3: Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Matrix for Dependent Variables
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M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

Climate Variables
1. Gender Diversity
2. Inclusion of Women

5.32
5.55

1.18
1.25

-.32

--

3. Justice
4. Leadership

5.21
5.33

0.81
0.95

.65
.64

.37
.44

-.83

--

Sexism Variables
5. Sexism Occurrence
6. Sexism Reporting

3.83
4.64

1.28
1.18

-.45
.48

-.23
.25

-.50
.50

7. Sexism Taken Seriously
Safety Variables
8. Trust

4.80

1.26

.54

.29

5.07

1.24

.59

9. Belonging
10. Bias Expectations

4.93
3.64

1.08
1.48

Interest/Performance
11. Interest - Self
12. Interest - Organization

5.41
5.22

1.32
1.17

7

8

9

10

-.54
.53

--.64

--

.60

.61

-.67

.89

--

.33

.75

.72

-.56

.58

.68

--

.53
-.44

.32
-.27

.70
-.54

.65
-.55

-.55
.69

.50
-.52

.59
-.60

.87
-.67

--.66

--

.48
.50

.33
.25

.58
.61

.57
.58

-.36
-.42

.39
.51

.47
.57

.75
.76

.74
.77

-.46
-.48

11

12

-.79

--

13

13. Performance
5.21 0.96
.38
.22
.53
.47
-.29
.36
.41
.62
.65
-.33
.67
.68
-Note. N=334. All items were measured on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert-type scale. Justice was calculated by averaging
scores across all 16-items, collapsing across subscales. Sexism occurrence, reporting, and taken seriously include both overt and subtle forms.
All correlations in the matrix were significant at the Bonferroni-corrected 0.004 level (2-tailed).

Table 19
Study 3: Means and Standard Deviations of Scores for Interest and Performance Expectations
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=154)

Evidence-Based
Policy (N=180)

Interest-Self
5.14a (1.46)
5.64b (1.15)
Interest-Organization
4.92a (1.26)
5.49b (1.01)
Performance Expectations
5.09a (0.92)
5.32b (0.98)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values
with non-equivalent subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected
p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly
Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 20
Study 3: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Climate Variables

Scale
Organizational Climate

Standard Policy
(N=154)

Evidence-Based
Policy (N=180)

5.07a (0.86)

5.59b (0.73)

Gender Diversity
4.97a (1.26)
5.62b (1.02)
Inclusion of Women
5.36a (1.22)
5.71b (1.26)
Justice
5.00a (0.82)
5.39b (0.76)
Interpersonal
5.25a (0.89)
5.74b (0.81)
Procedural
4.94a (0.93)
5.29b (0.86)
Distributive
5.04a (0.93)
5.27b (0.96)
Informational
4.78a (0.89)
5.24b (0.85)
Leadership
4.94a (0.96)
5.66b (0.80)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values
with non-equivalent subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected
p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly
Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 21
Study 3: Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=154)

Evidence-Based Policy
(N=180)

Occurrence
4.22a (1.21)
3.50b (1.25)
Overt Sexism
3.92a (1.36)
3.15b (1.35)
Subtle Sexism
4.52a (1.22)
3.84b (1.30)
Reporting
4.23a (1.16)
4.98b (1.08)
Overt Sexism
4.62a (1.26)
5.34b (1.18)
Subtle Sexism
3.84a (1.23)
4.63b (1.21)
Taken Seriously
4.32a (1.28)
4.22b (1.09)
Overt Sexism
4.64a (1.34)
5.52b (1.15)
Subtle Sexism
4.00a (1.35)
4.92b (1.20)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values with
non-equivalent subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected p<.05).
Items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and
7=Strongly Agree.
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Table 22
Study 3: Means and Standard Deviations of Identity Safety Variables
Scale

Standard Policy
(N=154)

Evidence-Based
Policy (N=180)

Identity Safety
4.65a (1.14)
5.11b (1.03)
Trust
4.74a (1.28)
5.35b (1.13)
Belonging
4.74a (1.12)
5.09b (1.03)
Bias Expectations
3.94a (1.46)
3.39b (1.46)
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. Across rows, values
with non-equivalent subscripts are significantly different (Bonferroni-corrected
p<.05). Items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly
Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree. Identity Safety was calculated by averaging
trust, belonging, and reverse-coded bias expectation items.
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Table 23
Study 3: Path Model Regression Statistics
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Regression Path
Exogenous Predictors
Policy → Climate***
Policy → Sexism**
Policy → Interest
Policy → Performance
First-Level Endogenous Predictors
Climate → Sexism***
Climate → Identity Safety***
Climate → Interest*
Climate → Performance
Second-Level Endogenous Predictors
Sexism → Identity Safety***
Sexism → Interest***
Sexism → Performance***
Third-Level Endogenous Predictors
Identity Safety → Interest***
Identity Safety → Performance***
Note. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p≤.001

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper

Estimate

SE

z

p

0.53
-0.35
0.12
0.00

0.09
0.12
0.10
0.09

5.95
-2.78
1.15
0.03

<.001
.005
.25
.98

0.35
-0.59
-0.08
-0.17

0.70
-0.10
0.32
0.17

-0.73
0.70
0.22
0.11

0.08
0.07
0.10
0.08

-9.51
10.24
2.21
1.34

<.001
<.001
.03
.18

-0.88
0.57
0.03
-0.05

-0.58
0.84
0.42
0.26

-0.30
0.21
0.14

0.05
0.04
0.05

-6.00
5.17
2.67

<.001
<.001
.008

-0.40
0.13
0.04

-0.20
0.29
0.24

0.92
0.59

0.08
0.07

11.22
8.14

<.001
<.001

0.76
0.45

1.08
0.73

Table 24
Study 3: Mediation Effect Statistics
95% CI
Mediation 1: Interest
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Direct Effect: Policy → Interest
Indirect Effects
Policy → Climate → Interest*
Policy → Sexism → Interest*
Policy → Climate → Sexism → Interest***
Policy → Sexism → Safety → Interest***
Policy → Climate → Safety → Interest**
Policy → Climate → Sexism → Safety → Interest***
Total Effect: Policy → Interest***

Estimate

SE

z

p

Lower

Upper

0.12

0.10

1.15

.25

-0.08

0.32

0.12
-0.07
-0.08
0.34
0.10
0.11
0.50

0.06
0.03
0.02
0.07
0.04
0.03
0.14

2.10
-2.40
-3.42
4.60
2.57
3.41
3.53

.04
.02
.001
<.001
.01
.001
<.001

0.01
-0.13
-0.13
0.20
0.02
0.04
0.22

0.23
-0.01
-0.03
0.48
0.17
0.17
0.79

95% CI
Mediation 2: Performance Expectations

Estimate

SE

z

p

Lower

Upper

Direct Effect: Policy → Performance
0.00
0.09
0.03
.98
-0.17
0.17
Indirect Effects
Policy → Climate → Performance
0.06
0.04
1.33
.19
-0.03
0.14
Policy → Sexism → Performance*
-0.05
0.02
-1.98
.05
-0.10
0.00
Policy → Climate → Sexism → Performance*
-0.05
0.02
-2.26
.02
-0.10
-0.01
Policy → Sexism → Safety → Performance***
0.22
0.05
4.63
<.001
0.13
0.31
Policy → Climate → Safety → Performance**
0.06
0.02
2.60
.009
0.01
0.11
Policy → Climate → Sexism → Safety → Performance***
0.07
0.02
3.20
.001
0.03
0.11
Total Effect: Policy → Performance*
0.23
0.10
2.18
.03
0.02
0.44
Note. *p<.05; **p≤.01; ***p≤.001. CI = Confidence Interval. The estimate of the total effect is the value of the parameter estimate when
the outcome variable is regressed on the predictor variable; the direct effect is the parameter estimate when the outcome is regressed on
both the predictor variable and the mediating variables.

Figures
Figure 1
Basic Overview of Studies
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Figure 2
Study 1a: Perceptions of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
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Figure 3
Study 1b: Perceptions of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
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Figure 4
Study 1c: Perceptions of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
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Figure 5
Study 2a: Perceptions of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
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Figure 6
Study 2a: Serial Mediation Analysis

.45**

-.67***

Organizational
Climate

-.42*
Policy (0=standard &
legal, 1=evidence-based)

Occurrence of
Sexism

-.41***

.62***

.60** (.03)

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Identity
Safety

Figure 7
Study 2b: Perceptions of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism
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1

Subtle
Standard

Overt
Evidence-Based

Figure 8
Study 3: Hypothesized Path Model
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Figure 9
Study 3: Perceptions of Organizational Tolerance of Sexism

202

Figure 10
Study 3: Path Model Analysis – Significant Paths

Note. Dashed lines indicated hypothesized paths that did not reach statistical significance (p>.05).
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